


f 


WAS 
; s 2 a 
iby 4 5 ths Me . 









Institutional Archive of the Naval Postgraduate School 


Calhoun: The NPS Institutional Archive 
DSpace Repository 


Theses and Dissertations 1. Thesis and Dissertation Collection, all items 


1983 


The Royal Navy and British security policy. 


Oldham, James Edmond. 


Monterey, California. Naval Postgraduate School 


http://ndl.handle.net/10945/19973 


Downloaded from NPS Archive: Calhoun 


| Calhoun is the Naval Postgraduate School's public access digital repository for 
D U DLEY research materials and institutional publications created by the NPS community. 
get Calhoun is named for Professor of Mathematics Guy K. Calhoun, NPS'‘s first 
KNOX appointed — and published — scholarly author. 





LIBRARY Dudley Knox Library / Naval Postgraduate School 
411 Dyer Road / 1 University Circle 


http://www.nps.edu/library Monterey, California USA 93943 













Abe a? 4 Ba Seal alt Sa De A i ee 
; se We Spee § “Kove Veet * , Fe Ee Ot 
) Q dW a% WAN ‘ ae. g te ns AK ak 
‘ J Y wee Bion ® ot Fed rs ae ke) ahtate cf . 
i isd naa te CART URE iS oe, q 
' " & wee? ay are » Leke ae Ye Oe A a Tabs % =} 
‘ ' , 4, ; a a hee we ae ~ 3 Ae Ry vk 
oC. m < 
ae! ay ee wT age deni 
ne : Pith oe n> Stn ae : “a's y ») ax 
i ' nee ae , 1 toy» 2 
ny *n j : — Maat a . ce ro AA 52 : 
i) > Mer a i eh ". 4 8 8 *! os Uh 9 9 Meier 
. ~ > At 
oe " —- ace Slant, ofl ta 2, 
. ang eta Oo ak FY shine v We RE INS 
P " oe Toe td “eo n " fs a. 
‘ “EY att Sey 8. all GR, %, eae ate eS 
i un ‘ge, (PESR eee Waees* See acess bastaoe «as one MANES 
& i ’ 1 wee ry i Ass paca s A: oer . 
, *° i. ?, 4 Lan x aa ; uae uydit «s Li) ‘te ly = 4) an B70 ape Agee +h 
“. . . Ue Ms a ~, A A iG ye wie won AS = ya * £4 
. : ie “ Exrsee & iter “EMD 2 PO BAER ee <" ae Sheae _ 
5 ‘ . ie a ete ‘ %, a ‘ r S Taine ae og 4) ay * fr A MA Ne wok 
z y a, tte ¢ ae fs m” \ a) RUN ante 
: cae: na ae, er SET CPR Cr ky 
. . . “i . fh . 0% calie - ee , : 
: 2 eee we Sh oh nnd Goenaca'g 5 8 ace Es kia te 
. ‘ . % 1.) " 
é ul . ° eats . 2 a mye rae $ wie) eu’ "ae % A as as 
‘ Ly : ( cn nut e * 
. . 4% \ G4 som Se ra RI b sig, 8 AA aly sh 
‘ : hy e % hs wwe maa8 a ais : Pe tats aha) 
‘ ‘ - * o% 3 un? & AWA s ackoud He AS 
x oS ut By nan ° 4 plan. 
a * . et 2 . . e . : Y = 
: a ; - RS & Hee 6, ee Bae BRKT U> Sa, % 
‘ [arg oc a a * 2a ee 4 “rs ahs ay 
. : so Ya the ett adte 4X ty P4UNe bh sQArk's 
Cee . . > ' "ey « Pa *% . s < a a sad e ; ay bs tn | ade 
A ' + % wate Pe a oe < a * a ms F4 Jig Pe *. 
=> es . y. ‘ . wa or des ALS a 
i “ sh, tae : yee Vee hen va eR! te 
evan ac ‘ se '¥ 4 . 8 ur a “3 ,* +1 St ~ elt Ba 2 
a are ty + “Sy n . CC ”~? F & ae ALS % a! 
ba 1 w se ss . . ‘ P 
. a ' : sw? - Seng Yr" puke m™t a. 
A ; f° F Eo 8 ¢hw wie ee Yt ae » ital tate 
: eyo . : | i > “we ev) Weta 6 te ok EK A; Fes ie oy | 5 Sean 
. . a & ae ite Bd be % = see 7 
ae ; 4 . a a. i * . Us, % ‘ty x & < ‘ o Sie fps » % 
. na . °4 soe +s 26 a te -y r -. ak Ia fe 2 
‘ = . ’ “ . - . A » 
‘ : by 4h ph 8 rr wy ere 
Aas i - ‘ Be! \ a 3" ae %, Sa) Ne t Se "ae ee ba ta = zy RAE 
. . #, . 7 : 
, ba F ‘ * vas fy I SO i ek 
. as aes antiga ates ty 4 
: te , : Vere, A See ees aN. pace set “oF 
: er me F es a fa, aie ay Witews ee ay, , lind Vie Se 
lone 1 ie Ce had Se ea COL Aho 
2 . . = 2 a 8 . eee may ec a “ shee 1h eere agate. 
‘ ae . + : i aes See cee ey ee AA ck a oe et, 
: Wete «sy Sex ease 
; oa nlp fee ORG | 
y = . ef . Prd “% ee “Oe, 










3 in 
. ty ; 
‘ . . bd 
* 
. a 
. - . 
a . . - 
. . . . 
‘ . 
. 
. ‘ ‘ ‘ 
. 
. 
. a 
‘ 
ry . 
. 
od . 
. ' 
, 2 
A, es . ‘ 
. ‘ ‘ 
. ° a 
' 
. 
. 
’ C * : . 
. ‘ 
. U Ls 
. ‘ . . 
. 
° . : 3 
‘ ‘ 
ry . 
. ’ a @ 
, . ry . . 
. 
‘ 
‘ 
. ® 
C ° 
a 
« on ’ + 
‘ « . 
y 1 
lal . 
’ é , 
« A . . 
. 4 2 a 
. 
. 
& ) () ; Lidl sol , 
‘ al . eras s ie ti 3 ae 
; 4 “pe Pe oe Ta Tt “t 
. . Pr en ah ety nares ee sa, 7, én 63 pa: Hy 
‘ By '’ . A a es >» ~ Hey, Pe eRe 
’ A , ae “ es : oye f PEG M Faden Fe £ 
, oF ‘ . . : . % e ; = Baal C # 
e m ee oy = 
« 4 ts ee . é ‘ a0 t " P82 5'u fh? ow fag rt 
’ A ° ™ ha FOS OE 
; . “ . a . ig muh 5 Ped: te 
A . j * a, See eo) TOMES 
5 ‘ . ' ‘ “ i. °F? ef ms z -~ 
‘i F a ' - : a Saas are se 
2 R i ae ge epee & 
Cd ' A ¢ : at wte, te « ean 
Pa - | ‘ s ee ” Ms 8 Fea of & 7 
® . : a . 7 : % : ON ae : ye de 
ie . . “ys oes Pot eh baw ee 6 ewe ‘ lied rT 
’ Ps . ‘ . . r aah eage Oo wtgt- h 4s 04 Peg (gts e 
ee * ‘ ) Cee ed ee eee ; 
1 ‘ ld e t eh BEST. ew ome 
t 7 Fad t« e v NO avert wend 
' = . f -& - ¥ a Bin 1 elie 
ae t ‘ ° os { & tf A st . 
: . : a ” ' oO: han f AS Ue Redd h pO IY 
. : . ¢ we t ‘ ous Fo der Rik OMe 4 tee a 
aie . « 2 > rt 1 ts i ih a eo Te en Se ES, 
. ‘ x ’ «oe es ms te Be wr 42974 whet ody, 
' w ® F + F Le ue ee fe Cp org 
; . | - , ae . ~ Be 
en ; . ‘ OL eg = a ’ of a ari) za rae it 
x ‘ : ~ ‘ ’ . A . ae a 
P F a z ag 1 tort Bays =—at, 
‘ , . . os t a3 AV 
. ‘ . >, # h¢ a | & 7 "fae ey 
, Jet go an - : > hr bn nd 
t + ? . a 2 o. OM 3 th AS 
ry ' ‘ « ; te ' ae 2 Ls a%s 
; P sone . ‘ i. hs set i r ae 
7 . oe ‘ “a Y *¢ z a i 
; ee a . 4 co a - ‘ > aie ok gee uci » eee 
; ed ia es pea b Lo See | nt Fett ¢. : 
2 Fy ts a can a + $ aad ue Aces ate? ue ae. ie . fans ye PO! DO YD »O08 
. . t eo. ” sent ow am Shs ae @s a pW se Pe Ha 
Pd ct one dete YD aN We KERN ECS ph ike EF RO Bt Mie baba, 
oo. a a) BR ores Sth ad Kate 8 ns ee oe teal ae) vk as z AS 
. A a oe 5 . = i i fee oo we Sey 
| | MT AL ah rr orc: 
. > ‘ . . o * Mo eh aa athe & } ¢ * "i 
. v7 fa ‘ f MP P Vo a ” 2 Pore: a at ae Reed #4 Ary a 3, regis echt 
; ; ; 1 « 3 eee. he + . ma 











UATE  ObHUEL 
0 





THESIS | 


PoeerevAlL NAVY AND BRITISH SECURITY POLICY 





DY 
James Edmond Oldham 


December 1983 


Weeasis Advisor: CES to) ekaoe 


2 EL hs REY. EFC IS LT TR ie EE | | 








ies 
43) 
48) 


Approved for public releas w CuStrueution Unlimited 


T215659 





SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (When Data Entered) 


REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE 


. REPORT NUMBER 2. GOVT ACCESSION NO. 


4. TITLE (and Sudtitie) 
The Royal Navy and British Security 
Policy 








READ INSTRUCTIONS 
BEFORE COMPLETING FORM 


RECIPIENT'S CATALOG NUMBER 





3. 






S$. TYPE OF REPORT & PERIOD COVERED 
Masten Seylines is - 

December 1985 
6. PERFORMING ORG. REPORT NUMBER 
















8. CONTRACT OR GRANT NUMOER(8) 





7. AUTHOR(s) 








James Edmond Oldham 






10. PROGRAM ELEMENT, PROJECT, TASK 
R 


9. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME ANO ADORESS 
AREA & WORK UNIT NUMBERS 


Naval Postgraduate School 
iigomtcrey, California 93945 








11. CONTROLLING OFFICE NAME ANO ADORESS 12. REPORT OATE 
Naval Postgraduate School December 2S 5 
Svoneerey, California 93945 a 


— MONITORING AGENCY NAME & ADDRESS(if different from Controiiing Olfice) i SECURITY CLASS. (of thie report) 
UNCLASSIFIED 


Sa. DECLASSIFICATION. COWNGRADING 
SCHEDULE 


1@. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of thie Report) 


Mmoaenoved for public release; distribution unlimited 


17, OMETRIBUTION STATEMENT (of the abetract entered in Block 20, if different from Report) 


{@. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES 








F198. KEY WORDS (Coniinus on reverse aide If necessary and identify by block number) 
Sea higes “Cu cOlmunred tion 


rca 

Royal Navy northern flank 

roles Falilands War 
inuclear deterrent PeSouUrecsS ComStraines 


20. ABSTRACT (Continue on reverse side if naceseary and Idantlty by block number) 
Wivas)tmesis examines the rolés of the Royal Navy in British 
morte y policy. Since World War Two, Britain's role in the 
international system has changed and 50 cee sers COURT Ee vO tlc, 
ie britain olavys a part in the nuclear balance of power; iS? ge 
major contributor to NATO and West European collective security; 
Pidenas diminished but stiil significant interests beyond Europe. | 
The Reyal Navy contributes to each of these dimensions of 
i 


OD , ieee 1473 EDITION OF 1 NOV 63 1S OBSOLETE UNCLASSTETED 


3 7 om a “4 
S oN O102- LF. O14- 660! lL secURity CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE When Date Bntorac 





w Se 1 iL I see ae eae ee SOO ee ele SU ane te Ram et moe rence eee rine re ee 


Dw@auaimies G@eftelse policy. it operates Britain's Sel aeed Te 


micleanr deterrent. hace COnVen: Toma. 


Britain's European commitment, though the Navy's role is currentl 


considered less significant than that 
RAF, Finally, the Royal Navy plays a 
residual global interests such as the 
the Navy is ultimately dependent upon 
defense resources. In the future the 


operate the strategic nuclear deterrent; will contribute to 
‘Britain's European role with diminished capability; and slowly but 
inevitably further reduce its commitments beyond Europe. 


(2 iE 2 ee PRE LS a a ee 


3 N 0102- LF- 014-6601 


3 






fOREeCS CONDribute to 


Ot (He Britacshn Aum end the 
ROG ti puOtect ing Britain’ s 
Falklands. The future of 

the constraints which limit 
Royal Navy wili continue to 





UGA S SUE CD 


2? SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE(When Data Znternd) 





Approved for public release; distribution unlimited 


The Royal Navy and British Security Policy 


by 


James Edmond Oldham 
Lieutenant, United States Navy 
B.S., United States Naval Academy, 1978 


SUbmmeced in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the degree of 


MASTER OF ARTS IN NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS 


from the 


NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL 
December 1983 





ABSTRACT 


(iirc omonmcwamines the roles of the Royal Navy in 
Peels himcececuriey MOl1CyY, Since World War Two, Britain's role 
in the international system has changed and so has its 
maeurity policy. Today britain plays a part in the nuclear 
balance of power; 1S a major contributor to NATO and West 
pemopean collective security; and has diminished but still 
weit tGana imterests beyond Europe. The Royal Navy contributes 
Memedel Of these dimensions of Britain's defense policy. It 
Peeeates britaim™s Strategic nuclear deterrent. Its con- 
ventional forces contribute to Britain's European commitment, 
@roucm the Navy's role is currently considered less signifi- 
Sane than that of the British Army and the RAF. Finally, tne 
Royal Navy plays a role in protecting Britain's residual 
M@lebal interests such as the Falklands. The future of the 
ewes Ultimately dependent upon the constraints which limit 
Seeeece Tesources. In the future the Royal Navy will continue 
Memoocrate the strategic nuclear deterrent; will contribute 
Membritain’s European role with diminished capability; and 
slowly but inevitably further reduce its commitments beyond 


mcope . 
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he JUSUIIE CUD ORE MELO) 


timetay ol. 1916. Admiral Sir John Jellicoe steamed into 
meetie off Jutland with one of the greatest fighting forces 
im history, the British Grand Fleet. Boasting twenty-eight 
dreadnought battleships and nine battlecruisers as well as 
over ninety cruisers and destroyers, this fleet marked the 
meaech Of British naval power. The spirit of Drake, Effingham, 
Hood, Rodney, Howe, and Nelson, and a tradition of 300 years 
Of naval supremacy were embodied in that fleet. Britannia 
ruled the waves around the world. 

Sixty-six years later Rear Admiral Sandy Woodward went 
into battle off the Falkland Islands with what was now the 
embodiment of British seapower: one old helicopter/VSTOL 
Carrier cue for retirement, one light carrier already sold to 
Australia and just over a dozen destroyers and frigates. 
Britannia ruled the waves around those remote islands only 
feeen great difficulty. 

The decline of the Royal Navy has not occurred in a vacuun, 
but has merely been a symptom of the great historical decline 
of Britain as a world power. The economic growth of Germany 
meeecne United States, the impact of two worid wars, the 
emergence of the United States and the Soviet Union as super- 
powers, and the development of nuclear weapons have profcundly 
feeened Britain's economic, political, and military roles in 


the world, 


~~ 





The seeds of the Navy's decline were being sown even as 
Jellicoe engaged the German High Seas Fleet in battle. The 
United States and Japan were beginning naval build-up programs 
that spurred a postwar naval race. Britain finished the war 
with a large but obsolescent fleet, and war costs made 
competing in a new naval race out of the question. The race 
was halted until the late 1930's by the 1922 Washington Naval 
Menterence but Britain, by accepting a 5:5:3 ratio in capital 
Ships, had acknowledged United States naval equality. 

World War Two proved a traumatic experience for the Royal 
Navy, and profoundly altered its role in the world. As in 
the First World War, the German U-boat threat again nearly 
knocked Britain out of the war. The Navy found its forces 
Overstretched by commitments. In addition to containing 
German raiders and combatting U-boats, the Navy fought a very 
close-run Campaign in the Mediterranean, all with a Navy which 
only numbered a fourth of the capital ships which it had had 
in the previous war. When Japan threatened the British position 
in the Far East, the Royal Navy was unable to send the fleet 
promised during the interwar period. As a result, Japan 
swept through Malaya and Burma and seized Singapore. By 1945, 
the Royal Navy's battlefleet, which had entered the war 
unsurpassed in strength by any other navy, was oniy another 
misk t£Orce in the United States Pacific Fleet. America now 
ruled the waves. 

After the war, the Royal Navy adjusted to its position 


Seeene second largest navy in the world, but by the Sixties 





it found itself surpassed by the Soviet Navy as well. The 
SHieeretne EMpire and a series of financial retrenchments 
mimemer reduced the Navy till by the 1980s it was barely 
Peeping ahead of the French fleet. 

ives present roles ot the Roval Navy in Brutish security 
mommey are a reflection of Britain's role in the world. That 
meme can Dest be examined in three principal areas, that of 
imreenucléar deterrent, European collective security, and 
global interests and commitments. It is within these three 
Meeas that the Navy finds its roles. The Royal Navy is the 
Primary Operator of Britain's strategic deterrent. The Royal 
Navy's conventional forces make up the largest European navy 
in NATO's force structure, and the Navy bears the principal 
Durden of projecting British power beyond Europe. The 
relationship between these roles, however, is shaped not only 
Dy military strategy and requirements, but the severe con- 
Seraints placed on British resources. Nevertheless, the 
Beyat Navy continues to play an important role in Britain's 
muemear deterrent, the British contribution to NATO and 
mmeapean security, and Britain's reduced but still significant 


global interests. 





II. GREAT BRITAIN'S ROLE IN THE POSTWAR WORLD 


Great Britain entered the twentieth century as the most 
memeriul Nation in the world. The British Empire covered a 
momren of che world's land surface and ruled a third of its 
Mepulation. The Royal Navy ruled the waves, as it had for 
myer 500 years. London was the world's financial center, as 
British industry and trade had made Britain the richest nation 
Mempere Worlad. Queen Victoria, in the sixty-third year of her 
meton, symbolized the continuity and prestige of British 
Mmewer. After eighty-five years of Pax Britannica, the 
Pertish entered the new century supremely confident. 

Tomimeerileentersetae 1980S its position in the world 
/meetar cry from that eighty years earlier. The once mighty 
Ptrtish Empire now consists only of the British Isles (minus 
most of Ireland), Gibraltar, Hong Kong, the Falklands, and a 
feeasserted islands in the Pacific, indian and South Atlantic 
Beeams. The United States and the Soviet Union now vie for 
Status as the most powerful nation in the world, each boasting 
many times Britain's power. Economically, Britain has become 


mie ‘sick man of Europe." 


The power and prestige of 
Victorian England is now only a memory. 
The roots of Britain's decline go back to the middle of 


the nineteenth centurv, when the industrial revolution spread 


tO Other nations. The United States and Germany above all 


10 





mem@strialized on a»scale which threatened to dwarf British 
industry. The British economic advantage was clearly eroding 
ly the time war broke out in 1914. 

The First World War was the first of the great traumas 
Which brought Britain to her present status. Over 900,000 
Britons were killed and another 2,000,000 wounded, compromising 
much of Britain's future leadership. War costs and damages 
of nearly US $52 billion” changed Britain from a creditor 
nation to a debtor nation. Although Germany had been tempo- 
marily eliminated as an economic and military rival, the 
United States was now the world's creditor with by far the 
world’s richest economy. Finally, the Royal Navy's failure 
Bererulfill the Trafalgar legend by destroying the German High 
seas Fleet at Jutland brought into question the credibility 
Seeoritish naval supremacy, the bedrock on which British 
mewer rested. An exhausted Great Britain's decline had begun. 

Murine the interwar years the British attempted to carry 
Bees Detore, yet the cracks in British power continued to 
grow. Faced with an intense naval race between the United 
merees and Japan in which Britain could not compete, the 
British government agreed at the 1922 Washington Naval 
@emeerence £0 a 5:5:3 ratio of capital ships for Britain, the 
United States, and Japan respectively. Thus, by acknowledging 
Mereiaval equality, Great Britain's 300 year-old tradition 
of naval supremacy ended. In India, a nationalist movement 


meaeby M. kK, Gandhi threatened British rule at the very heart 


Teal 





Seetne Elpire. At home, economic problems, particularly the 
meeat Depression, Sapped the confidence of the British people. 
The events of the late 1930's, in which Britain lacked the 
will or ability to stop Hitler, demonstrated the fundamental 
weakness of the nation. By 1939 Britain was even weaker than 
mo 1918, 

iiss]. britain found itself at war again. This Second 
World War proved even more traumatic for Britain than the 
first. The BEF was driven from the continent and the British 
Isles threatened with invasion. British cities were pounded 
meeecne Luftwaffe. As in the First World War, German U-boats 
threatened the British with starvation, while the Royal Navy 
found itself overstretched by its commitments. Substantial 
Memritories of the British Empire were overrun by the Japanese. 
meemouch Britain Was victorious, victory was due more to the 
Mestruction of the Wehrmacht in the Soviet Union and the 
Mm~meve intervention of the United States. Indeed, after 
Meemoancy, Britain's role as an ally equal to the United States 
and the Soviet Union steadily declined. Finally, the de- 
Struction of Hiroshima and Nagasaki by atomic weapons brought 
Mmmeo the international arena a new yardstick by which national 
power would be measured, and Britain did not have these weapons. 
Meebritain had at least shared the top rung of power in 1939, 
Pye ?45 it was now on the second rung. British power was 


meearly fading. 


}— 
t 





After the war emerged a new world order dominated by two 
Eipewpewens 4 the United States and the Soviet Union. 

Pottain sought to maintain a role one notch below the two 
Superpowers. However, chronic and severe economic problems 
at home and growing nationalism throughout the Empire made 
such a position increasingly untenable. What was followed in 
the nearly four decades since the Second World War have been 
repeated attempts to maintain as strong a position as possible 
feerle repeatedly attempting to redefine Great Britain's role 
ithe world. Dean Acheson's oft quoted view that "Britain 
has lost an empire and has not yet found a role" has con- 
menued to be true as Britain continues to retreat from its 
former position of power. 

Pombritain moves through the 1980's it continues to play 
Geese be in three major arenas of power, the nuclear balance, 
the European continent, and to a much lesser extent the world 
Stage. The size of the British roles in these areas continues 
to change as the Government continues to make decisions 
memecrning the allotment of scarce resources. Therefore, 

Mees british role must be tailored to fit the available national 
power. 

Britain, as a global power in decline, has reduced its 
@emweein the international political system to match its 
@eeline in national power. Accordingly, Britain maintains a 
Siemer bDUt significant stake in the nuclear balance of power, 

a substantial position in West European security, and a small, 


but not negligible role worldwide. 





A. BRITAIN AND THE NUCLEAR BALANCE 

Nuclear weapons have played a central role in British 
Security policy since 1945. Whether or not Britain should 
be a nuclear power, and if so, what form its nuclear force 
should take has been and continues to be a major issue for 
mes british government and people. 

British involvement with nuclear weapons goes back to the 
Second World War, when the British assisted with the Manhattan 
Project. Although Churchill and Roosevelt had a private 
agreement by which the United States would share its atomic 
Secrets with Britain, that arrangement died with Roosevelt. 
The MacMahon Act of 1946 prevented the sharing of atomic 
secrets with any nation, including the United Kingdom. 
Although the American need for uranium from Britain’s African 
meoniles caused a loosening of restrictions in 1947, another 
decade passed before general sharing between the two nations 
took place. Therefore, Britain was largely dependent on its 
Own resources to develop atomic weapons. This it did, 
[eptOding its first atomic bomb on October 3, 1952, and its 
mest hvdrocen weapon on May 15, 1957. Britain had joined 
tme nuclear club. 

Hewerng JOined that exclusive club, Britain then set out 
memaevelop a nuclear force. Its roots lay in the Global 
Beeeacegic Paper of 1952, which emphasized both a strategic 
MeeleCar airstrike capability and a tactical nuclear capability. 


The result was the V-bomber force of the 1950's based on the 
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VULCAN, VICTOR and VALIANT bombers. Although cooperation with 
the American SAC was envisioned from the begining, the force 
eid allow the British some independence. The V-bombers con- 
menued to provide the backbone of the British nuclear 
Meterrent until the late 1960's. 

Britain's desire to modernize and update its nuclear 
mmees icd ultimately to technical dependence on the United 
States. SPUTNIK and the development of ballistic missiles 
caused the British government to begin development of a 
British land-based missile, the BLUE STREAK. The expense cf 
such a program, however, combined with growing financial 
moemstraints to cause the cancellation of the program in 1960. 
Instead, the decision was made to purchase the American 
eeeeoOl! long-range Air-to-Surface missile then under develop- 
ment. Great Britain was becoming dependent upon U.S. weapons 
mechnology. 

Eritain‘’s dependence on the United States has dramatically 
Mmemonstrated by the SKYBOLT Affair. The SKYBOLT came to 
represent for the British their future as a nuclear power and 
the centerpiece of Britain's military security. For the 
United States, however, it was only another of a myriad of 
eetategic weapons in development or production. To Kennedy 
and MacNamara, the decision to cancel the SKYBOLT program in 
1962 was only a measure to improve the cost-effectiveness of 
Wee. defense spending without any real weakening of the 


pPmerican strategic force. For MacMillan and his government, 
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however, the decision was a betrayal by Britain's closest: 
atiy and left the British nuclear force with a questionable 
future. The problem was solved at the Nassau Conference in 
December, 1962, when Kennedy offered MacMillan POLARIS. The 
merangement, by Which the United States provided POLARIS 
missiles and technical assistance on submarine construction 
while the British built the submarines and nuclear warheads 
tnemseives, gave the British an even more effective and 
meewre nuclear force than SKYBOLT, but made dependence on the 
Bmated States ror nuclear weapons technology a permanent 
feature of British defense policy. 

The rationale behind the British nuclear force has re- 
fmaamed essentially unchanged since its inception. Despite 
Meeepeculiarly British lack of detailed public justification 
mom nuclear weapons, > several reasons have been given at 
Various times by British leaders which give insight into the 
@mnking of Great Britain's policy elites. 

The first reason for acquiring nuclear weapons was the 
prestige anc status which nuclear weapons confer on a nation. 
Initially, British leaders saw nuclear weapons as a way to 
maintain a degree of equality with the other nuclear powers, 
Bae United States and the Soviet Union. As other nations 
have aiso acquired nuclear weapons and the nuclear arsenals 
of the two superpowers have dwarfed the British arsenal, 
mmeain's weapons still make the British a party to many 


Mmercar matters, Also, Britain possesses a certain status as 





mie Only European nuclear power in the integrated NATO military 
Peruceure. ‘Below the positions of the superpowers, the 
British - like the French - realized that nuclear weapons 

could be used to differentiate their nation from almost all 


others in the orice: 


The prestige and self-confidence 
which nuclear weapons give Britain continue to motivate 
British leaders toward maintaining membership in the nuclear 
eu . 

mecondly., a British nuclear force provided insurance 
Should the United States again fail to become directly involved 
in a European War. In the immediate postwar years, memories 
Meee o2-194) greatly affected British perceptions of America's 
@ttitude toward Europe. Since that time, however, littie has 
been publicly said by the government about such a scenario. 
While DeGaulle was loudly proclaiming the American nuclear 
guarantee was no longer viable, successive British governments 
have continued to express complete confidence in the American 
promises. Instead, the British have cloaked their "Gaullist" 
reeliings by suggesting their deterrent prevents the Soviets 
from "miscalculating" that the U.S. guarantee was no longer 
Viable and therefore starting a war. Recently, however, some 
meeeeninted at the possibility of an American loss of will, 
Meeercularly in light of Soviet strategic parity. Yet, the 
Meme britain places on its relationship with the United States 
will continue to keep such concerns more a private than public 


Mesctitication for the British strategic deterrent. 
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Ror (Wstaimedtion, closely related to the second, is 
the value of an independent center for decisionmaking. The 
Mertish feel that more centers of nuclear decisionmaking in 
mime Western Alliance increase the uncertainty for and therefore 
Meeerrence of the Soviet Union. Initially the British also 
@eaimed that their targeting priorities might vary from the 
Americans', such as naval bases and submarine pens, but with 
Moe SrOwth of the U.S. arsenal and the decline of British 
seapower, such explanations have become outmoded. Independent 
@ecisionmaking does, however, require the Soviets to pay 
Memecicular attention to British motives and interests. 
Peeordingiy, although the British strategic force is assigned 
MemNATO, the British government reserves for itself the 
decision on when to go nuclear and under what circumstances 
mat decision would be made. Despite its technical dependence 
on the United States, the British deterrent is controlled 
eerely by the British themselves, a fact which continues to 
mastifv its existence. 

PeEOUGEMIm@easOon £Or a British nuchear force borrows from 
mee French “proportional deterrence” philosophy. Essentially, 
mie British hold that their force could do more damage to an 
mmedeker, i.e. the Soviet Union, than would justify any gains 
he would derive from destroying the United Kingdom. Former 
Mecretary of State for Defense John Nott stated in 1982, 
Meeterrence, and preventing war, is a matter of showing that 


the risks involved in starting a war are seen by a potential 


is 





Megressor as far greater than any possible gains he could hope 
to achieve." ASelotUomacmonesSiitish deterrent remains on 
relatively invulnerable submarines, and retains the ability to 
penetrate Soviet defenses (as the CHEVALINE warhead improvement 
program and the TRIDENT program intends to maintain), this 
form of reasoning provides sound justification for such a 
merce. 

Ep pores ror obratain'’s nuclear deterrent has cenerally 
been bi-partisan, though not unanimous. In the Labour Party 
Particularly, there has always been an anti-nuclear and anti- 
Meiitary faction, motivated by pacifism, sympathy for the 
Beviet Union, or the desire for more social spending. A 
Seoment of the British populace in general has held objections 
to nuclear weapons on moral grounds. The anti-nuclear move- 
ment reached its peak in the late 1950's when the Campaign for 
Nuclear Disarmament gained enough influence to get a resolution 
in favor of unilateral nuclear disarmament passed by the 1960 
Labour Party Conference. The Party leadership, however, was 
cool to disarmament and succeeded in eliminating it from the 
Party agenda. When Labour achieved power in 1964, the Wilson 
Government continued the nuclear weapons policies of the Tories 
Without much outcry. Nuclear disarmament iost public promi- 
mence during the 1960's and 1970's, but the early 1980's have 
seen a resurgence of the anti-nuclear movement. Though this 
movement opposes TRIDENT, it appears more immediately aimed 


Seermerican nuclear arms in Europe rather than British weapons, 





and the Thatcher Government's plans to acquire TRIDENT have 
met with less public outcry than U.S.-controlled weapons. 
Mespite the shitt to the left of Labour, the chances that the 
Strife-torn party will take power and alter British nuclear 
@eeercy in the near future are dim. As long as the Tory 
Government remains committed to TRIDENT and there is no mass 
public opposition to a British deterrent, Britain will remain 
a nuclear power. 

Britain's involvement with arms control has been mixed. 
Miles british were strong advocates for the Nuclear Test-Ban 
Treaty. Although the British government still supports a 
comprehensive test-ban treaty, its ardor for such a treaty has 
Deen cooled by the necessity to develop warheads for a suc- 
@essor to POLARIS. The British are also sensitive to charges 
mmat their American nuclear relationship violates the Non- 
feeerreration Treaty, though Britain builds its own warheads. 
mmiatiy Britain refuses to take part in SALT, START, or any 
Mmemetiations on its own strategic forces, unless the Soviet 
Melear arsenal is Significantly reduced, as the British force 
is too small to stand any reductions in the face of overwhelming 
Soviet superiority. 

ime ruture of Britain as a nuclear power will depend on 
Mmeeability to provide financial support for its force. Once 
built, the British POLARIS fleet has proved very economical 
mieoervice and will remain effective through the 1980's. 


Mmether Britain’s declining resources will support the 
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Sonetrictionee: a replacement remains to be seen. The TRIDENT 
decision, by which the British would build the submarines and 
warheads, while the United States would provide missiles and 
Mecinical assistance, provides the British with the most cost- 
Serective long-term replacement.° Tie Siiteteeher eGovernment 15 
determined to procure the system, but past governments have 
been forced to cancel "sacred" programs due to economic 
mMeningencies. fhe future of the British deterrent, as the 
rest of the defense establishment, will depend on the success 
eeectne Government in improving Britain's economic position. 
Mietimately, however, Britain will remain dependent on the 


American nuclear arsenal, in which it has placed so much faith. 


B. BRITAIN AND EUROPE 

pincwOMmmunlemoreadtese changes an Britain's foreicn policy 
Since the Second World War has been in the nature of its 
Mebationship with Europe. its policy toward Europe reflects 
not only its view toward its allies, but also its self-image 
me) eO i1tS own role in Western security. 

BestG@ricaliy, Britain has tried to remain aloof from 
European affairs, becoming involved only when one power 
threatened to achieve continental hegemony. Britain would 
then align itself with the opponents of that power, forming 
Sealitions to stop it. The separation provided by the English 
Channel combined with the Royal Navy to protect the British 
Isles from invasion, while preventing any power from gaining 


hegemony insured that the Europeans would be too pre-occupied 





With continental affairs to seriously threaten the British 
Empire. British foreign policy continued to be guided by 
these principles until the end of the Second World War. 

The realities of the post-war world ended any hopes of 
Boageendid isolation." Totalitarian control of Poland, which 
Britain had fought Germany to prevent, was now accomplished 
Mmmmpene soviet Union. The decline of the Royal Navy, the 
development of airpower during the war, and the atomic bomb 
@reatly reduced the military value of the Channel, Finally, 
Beatain's decline relative to the United States and the 
Sseviet Union ultimately made Britain dependent on the United 
Seates for its security. 

a adjusting EOmtiitsesttuatmonmmaritishpolicy hasebeen 
characterized by two frequently contrary trends. One trend 
mass been for a greater British involvement with and closer 
MeeecO its West European allies. The other trend has been 
for Britain to maintain a special position separate from 
mumepe and closer to the United States. These two trends 
continue to the present in shaping Anglo-European relations. 

In the immediate post-war period, wartime experience 
memoined With British perception of the Soviet threat in 
Central Europe to make the idea of a European coalition very 
meputar in the United Kingdom. Winston Churchill himself 
proposed a United States of Europe in 1946 at Zurich. 
Meeordingly, the British took a leading role in establishing 


both the Brussels Treaty of 1948 and the NATO Treaty a year 


ee) 
{I 





Peewee FUumehermore, Britain committed a sizable military 
morce £6 a permanent poSition on the continent. This step 
Marked a great change over all previous British security 
policy. The British Army of the Rhine (BAOR) was originally 
feeo00 men, but was reduced to 55,000 in the late 1950's as 
an economy measure. The BAOR and RAF Germany were established 
initially to contain German revanchism as much as any Soviet 
moves. By the mid 1950's, however, the Soviet threat had 
Par ticientiy supplanted the German threat to a degree that 
Beatain supported the re-armament of West Germany. The BAOR 
meamcome to symbolize not only Great Britain's commitment to 
preventing a Soviet move against the West, but also Britain's 
involvement with its NATO allies and its interest in main- 
taining a leading role in the NATO alliance. With the 
Elimination of Britain's global commitments, the BAOR has 
come to demand an ever growing percentage of British defense 
spending. The Thatcher Government's decision to drastically 
reduce the Royal Navy in order to maintain the BAOR is 
evidence of the priority now placed on the NATO commitment. 
Miesbritish military commitment in Central Europe continues 
memve a major feature of British security policy. 

British involvement with Europe has not only been 
feiitary but economic as well. Britain's traditional de- 
pendence on foreign trade and the dissolution of the Empire 
aS an economic unit (which the Commonwealth could not prevent) 


Caused Britain to turn toward Europe. [In the late 1950's, 





however, Great Britain still had sufficient economic ties to 
the Empire and Commonwealth that it balked at the European 
Economic Community (EEC) and its common external tariff. 
Mystead it established the European Free Trade Association 
(EFTA), which consisted of Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Portugal, 
M@stria, and Switzerland as well as the United Kingdom. The 
mioA, however, lacked the economic potential or political 
ends to be a rival to the EEC so by 1961 the MacMillan 
Government reversed the earlier decision to stay out of the 
EEC and began negotiations to enter. These went on until 
mos when De Gaulle, claiming the British were not "European" 
enough, announced he would veto British entry into the 
fonmunity. A second attempt in the late 1960's by Harold 
Wilson met with a similar rebuff. But by 1971, De Gaulle 

Was gone and French fears of German dominance of the EEC 
Bowed the Heath Government to successfully petition for 
ererye «in 1973, Britain joined the EEC and became as econo- 
fieedliy committed to Europe as it was militarily. 

Britain's involvement with Europe has not had unanimous 
domestic support, and several reasons both for and against a 
Peropean orientation have appeared in poiicy debates. 
Beectain's NATO membership, and the United States' membership, 
has committed the United States to Britain's defense, an 
accomplishment considered by many ta be the greatest achievement of 
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Mertish foreign policy in this century. With the Soviet 


Uimem perceived as the major threat, the BAOR is seen as the 





best way to contribute directly to containing that threat. 
Peso, the British presence on the continent gives it influence 
in European affairs. Many British leaders, particularly in 
mies Conservative Party, have shown support for European Unity 
foea goal in itseif. This would give Britain a degree of 
mraependence from the United States, and support for it has 
fed on some anti-American feeling among the Tories as a result 
mame process of de-colonization and the Suez Crisis.+} tt 
Mempeticeniticant that both the initial attempt to enter the EEC 
Beoethe tinal entry occurred during Tory governments. The 
Siesattempt made by a Labour Government received the support 
of the opposition party. Though Labour now opposes EEC 
membership, the pro-European view has been the dominant view 
@eepritish policy. 

PoOsberoneto 4 greater role im Eurepe has continued, 
Maeeeacularly on the size of the military commitment and EEC 
fempership. Early arguments that the European commitment 
Baaermined Britain's global poSition and its "special 
Pelationship" with the United States have largely disappeared 
femeeresult of the loss of Empire and decline of British 
power. However, now that economic stringencies have forced 
the Government to reduce the Royal Navy in order to maintain 
miemrorces in Germany, Opposition has grown - particularly in 
the Labour Party - to such a move. Indeed, Labour has become 
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ome "Navy Party''! Mommy eeradietomalrsts or both parties have 


expressed misgivings about abandoning Britain's naval traditions 
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for a continental position. In the aftermath of the Falklands 
War, such opposition may eventually result in a reduction of 
mae Central European forces in favor of the Navy. On the 
economic front, considerable dissatisfaction with the EEC 
Beeists, particularly its agricultural pricing policies. Labour, 
which has always been suspicious of the EEC as a threat to 
@emestic jobs, has particularly expressed unhappiness over 

the EEC. This discontent has effectively ended any s¢rious 


15 Concern over the costs of main- 


memes Of European unity. 
Beammine the BAOR and unhappiness over the EEC do not seriously 
Meeeaten Britain's role in Europe, but do present the possi- 
meaty that it may limit the scope of British involvement in 
jie future. 

mewever, Britain's future will continue to be in Europe. 
Although a desire to have a global view exists, and enthusiasm 
mmeeene EEC has cooled, the decline of Britain's power, the 
o@amot Empire, and the presence of the Soviet Union in Central 


Europe will continue to make Europe the principal focal point 


Beeeoritish foreign policy. 


See BRITAIN AND THE WORLD 

One of the most dramatic historical events of the post-war 
feeece has been the dissolution of the British Empire. In only 
twenty-five years history’s greatest empire disappeared. 
Although this was accomplished over an amazingly short period 


of time and with amazingly little strife, it was by no means 





Pecaune orderly, well-pia@nned rétreat. The collapse of the 
Empire and its attermath have defined British global policy 
peice 1945. 

Despite Britain's weakened condition after 1945, most 
British leaders felt that maintenance of the Empire was both 
mest ble and desirable. For the Tories, who were the tra- 
Mimeronal party of Empire, support for maintaining it was 
Mmreural. For Labour, the party in power, sympathies were 
Peeeceambiguous. Traditionally, the socialist-oriented 
mageurities had regarded the Empire as capitalist exploitation. 
Yet they were also British patriots comfortable with the 
iMaoaits of Empire. !* LURBHoLiOmee=eney Were able ito cCind™ a 
femal justification for Empire. "There had always been two 
Memeatins, Contrary strains, in British imperialism - the rough 
meme ssive Strain and the other, more liberal one, which 
Sought genuinely to provide sound administration for under- 


Geveloped peoples." 


avout cmebowe 1 thei, moral auty 
Memorepare their colonies for self-rule (and spread socialism 
mememese colonies), a process which would proceed slowly and 
mieoritty. As colonies received self-rule, they would remain 
Dound to the crown by the Commonwealth, which up to then had 
meeerconsisted Of ethnically British nations such as 
Australia and New Zealand. (South Africa, although not pre- 
dominantly British ethnically, was at least dominated by 
Meeenecan peoples.) The first non-ethnically British colony 


to be granted self-rule would be the "greatest jewel of the 


Empire ,'' India. 
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[meme ramnine Of andependence to India set the pattern of 
meereat trom Empire. India had become ungovernable as a 
result of Gandhi's campaign of civil disobedience and the 
non-violent aspects of Indian nationalism convinced many that 
India was ready for self-government. Accordingly, Prime 
Minister Clement Atlee sent Lord Mountbatten, an aristocratic 
war hero with pro-Labour sympathies to India as Viceroy to 
end the Raj. India would become a member of the Commonweaith, 
Mmoueh without recognizing the Crown as head-of-state. The 
terms by which India entered, however, were such that the 
Commonwealth soon evolved, with addition of other non-Anglo- 
Saxon nations, into an organization without any real binding 


16 Further- 


mes diplomatically, militarily, or economically. 
more, the insistence of Indian Muslims, led by Mohammed Ali 
Jinnah, on a separate Muslim state, and the outbreak of 
Metaegio0us violence following the independence of India and 
Mecistan, disillusioned not only Gandhi and Mountbatten, but 
many who believed in the process of decolonization. The most 
amportant effect of granting independence to India, however, 
Mims itS impact upon the rest of the Empire. "The haphazard 
Spread of Britain's colonial possessions concealed an inner 


logic."+’ 


That inner logic was the defense of India. Virtu- 
ally every British possession except those in North America 
and the West indies were acquired for that purpose. With 
meaga no longer the centerpiece of Empire, the remainder of 


tne colonies now came to be justified in their own Leen 
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LenStommenttecim: | and the lermies returned to power in 1951 


determined to maintain those colonies. The futility of such 
a goal was ignored. "The end of the Raj in India made the 
ILS 


wd OL Empire certain." Pei eisnwetneresSetOuaveid that 
@e—eeainty came to dominate British global policy. 

In addition to internal pressures for decolonization, and 
Nationalist movements in the colonies, Britain was also under 
great pressure to end its Empire from the superpowers, par- 
ticularly the United States. "The United States was identified 
as a major enemy of British imperial interests, possibly even 
more dangerous than the Soviet Union because it was nominally 


er) 


a friend and ally. Despite America's Anglophilism, it was 


aiso anti-imperialist. Furthermore, the United States was 

the shining example to colonial peoples in the postwar world. “+ 
Britain's dependence upon the United States strategically 
made it more vulnerable to American pressure. The British, 
however, were fairly successful in dealing with this pressure 
Mmemout damage to the "special relationship" until Suez. As 
for the Soviet Union, although there existed total antipathy 
Between the United Kingdom and the USSR, the Soviets over- 
Soeeumaced the strength of the British Empire and did little 
Eemandermine 1t. Super power pressure in the decade following 
Me@emwal, Darticularly from Britain's American ally, provided 
some added impetus to the decolonization process, but not 


@eeisively until Suez. 
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osmotic te@mecat frommindiq and Palestine, Britain 
exercised its global power in the decade following the Second 
World War as an imperial power as well as a member of the 
Western alliance. Britain was a leading founder of SEATO and 
@enrO, and used armed force in combatting the Communist revolt 
in Malaya, the Mau Mau uprising in Kenya, and made a large 
Memcridution to the UN forces in Korea. These successful 
military operations concealed for many how dependent even 
British global military power was on American cooperation. 
But the events of October and November 1956 shattered that 
image of Britain as an independent global actor. 

iiiewosmez Orisis Of 1956 proved a watershed for British 
global policy. For British policy-makers Nasser's seizure 
feeeene Suez Canal struck a special chord because of memories 
of the desert campaigns of World War Tome When attempts 
Memincernactionail mediation failed, the Eden Government, in 
@ererusion With the French and Israelis, selected a military 
option. Without warning Washington, Israel struck in the 
Sinai while British and French airborne troops seized the canal. 
International outrage at the act was overwhelming. President 
meecnhower refused to support hes tyuemallies and demanded a 
Withdrawal, while Khrushchev threatened to "rain rockets on 
London and Paris." The British and French were forced to 
Withdraw in ignominy. Eden resigned shortly thereafter due 
mee vil health." Britain's last great imperial hurrah ended 


mi callure. 





ies impacmee: that failure dramatically altered Britain's 
global position. The reality of Britain's weakness and de- 
Benmdence On the United States was vividly demonstrated. As 
one obituary for Anthony Eden noted, "He was the last Prime 
Ieemster to believe Britain was a great power and the first 


iemeoltront a crisis that proved she was not."°> 


After Suez, 
the Anglo-American alliance became less and less a partnership 
and more the protection of a small state by a large one. 
Peeser's apparent victory over the British ended any hope of 
maintaining an imperial position in Africa.** Even at home 
Suez had become a symbol of Empire, and its loss broke the 
memeeeto hold on to that Empire. Furthermore, the crisis 
exposed the weakness of the Commonwealth, as only Australia 
and New Zealand supported the British move. Anglophobia 
among the Arabs, who had traditionally considered Britain as 
pmemoetector, Was greatiy fueled, By the end of 1956 Britain 
found itself in a much more hostile world with a substantially 
weaker perception of its power and a tarnished image. "On 
the whole, the British bowed out of Empire gracefully. Suez 
feoetne partictflar occasion on which they did so ungracefully.'”> 
fee Suez the sun finally began to set on the British Empire. 
ii the decade following Suez, the dismantling of Empire 
Was accomplished with remarkable speed. British power gave 
way to national movements, even in colonies where the ability 


memeeonduct ‘responsible, democratic self-government" was 


questionable at best. Ghana received independence in 1957, 





moemlowecad DyeGyprus am 19595 %iIn 1960 Nigeria, in 1961 Sierra 
Leone and Tanganyika, and in 1962 Uganda all became independent. 
Pye I07 Britain was out of Africa, with Kenya, Zanzibar in 
1963, Malawi and Zambia in 1964, Gambia in 1965, and Botswana 
and Lesotho in 1966 receiving their independence. The white 
Settlers in Rhodesia in 1965 unilaterally deciared their 
independence from Britain, to which Britain only responded 
with economic sanctions. South Africa's withdrawal from the 
Commonwealth in 1961 further weakened British influence in 
Africa. At the same time, British colonial power and in- 
fluence in the Arabian peninsula was also ended. The 1967 
withdrawal from Aden and the 1971 granting of independence to 
mies United Arab Emirates ended Britain's traditional role in 
flee ersian Gult. Throughout the 1960's and 1970's, even 
colonies thought too small for independence, such as Malta, 
Anguilla, Bermuda, and Mauritius also became independent. 

fee british Empire became history. 

Wespite Suez and the subsequent flood of decolonizations, 
Great Britain entered the 1960's determined to remain a power 
With significant global interests. Though the 1957/7 Defence 
White Paper had placed heavy emphasis on nuclear weapons over 
conventional forces and some retrenchment took place in the 
British defense establishment, Britain still possessed a 
considerable navy and other power projection forces. Both 
Harold MacMillan and his successor Harold Wilson attempted to 


iemedin British power east of Suez. Emphasis was placed on 
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mobile forces centered around Britain's aging carrier fleet, 
and those forces intervened in several Asian and African 
crises, most notably in Kuwait in 1961, which prevented an 
attack by Tene, 2° Malaysia in 1963-66, and Kenya in 1964, 
However, the financial crisis of 1966 ended Britain's global 
Semtions. A new aircraft carrier program to replace Britain's 
aging fleet was cancelled, and forces in the Indian Ocean and 
mievataya were greatly reduced. Britain needed severe fi- 
nancial retrenchment and its global position became expendable. 
Wie historic Defence White Paper of 1968 finally ended 
Seeeeain's role "East of Suez."' By 1971 Britain's permanent 
feeleltary presence east of Suez consisted only of the small 
garrison in Hong Kong and a few administrative personnel in 
Singapore and some assorted islands. Britain's global power 
had ended. 

Since 1971 Britain's global interests have been largely 
imemited to trade, its few remaining colonies, and its 
Peeeensible leader of the Commonwealth, a role which provides 
little real influence. However, two events at the end of 
mgenl970's and the beginning of the 1980's pushed Britain 
Dack onto the world's center stage. The first was the 
Meolution of the Rhodesian crisis in 1979. By force of 
Memsonality, British Foreign Secretary Lord Carrington forced 
a solution to the Rhodesian civil war which at one time gave 
M@eeworid the spectacle of a black African parliment voting 


itself out of existence to be replaced by a white colonial 
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government. There, British troops were involved in insuring 

a free election. Though Britain withdrew after the settlement, 
meampproved 1tselt still able to act in Africa. The second 
crisis occurred when Argentina seized the Falklands in 1982. 
Britain responded by retaking the islands with an outstanding 
example of power projection and a short victorious war. Even 
Meter its global retreat, Britain could still make itself 

felt around the world. 

Po-pieccecnese last tworepisodes the prospects of Britain 
again becoming a significant global power are very dim. The 
Rhodesian affair was more a residue from the end of Empire 
mem a new interest in imperial goals. Although the British 
Bovernment currently is expressing its determination to hold 
he Falklands, protecting those small islands and maintaining 
Small garrisons in Hong Kong, Cyprus, Belize, and Gibraltar 
fom Certainly stretch Britain's diminished resources. [In- 


deed, Britain's financial weakness has made global power a 


BGxury it can no longer afford. "Reinstatement of the former 
Peet ish presence ‘East of Suez' ... is no longer either a 
Mmmemetcal Or an Economic possibility... resource constraints 


Soeour primary responsibility to NATO rule out any idea of 
: — : : : 2. 

meeating a substantial standing ‘intervention force'.'"'”’ 
Although Britain still has the power to intervene in special 


Circumstances such as the Falklands, Britain's era as a 


global actor of any significance has ended. 
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British foreign policy since 1945 has been shaped by 
changes in the international system. The development of 
mmelear weapons, the dramatic alteration of the European 
System, and the end of European empires have determined that 
Menacy. Furthermore, Britain's efforts to adjust to these 
Changes have been greatly affected by its economic decline. 
Pihe history of British defense policy is of an attempt to 
meeoncile the mismatch between resources and commitments ."7° 
momes Cxplains not only the end of the global role, but the 
Nature and extent of nuclear weapons policy and the European 
Semmitment. As financial problems continue, so will the 
Menietures on British security policy. 

itewcormerstone of British foreign policy since 1941 has 
Meemeits "special relationship” with the United States. This 
relationship has survived the widening gulf between the two 
powers since World War Two, and has affected British nuclear, 
European and global policy. British nuclear weapons have 
given it special status among America's allies, and technical 
meenpcration has been one of the strongest bonds of the relation. 
Britain's NATO role has achieved the major accomplishment of 
tying the United States to Britain's defense. Britain's 
Memal role, which conflicted with American policy at least 
meets the first two decades after the war, has been sacrificed 
to economy. British foreign policy has and will continue to 


Meeoct the priority placed on the "special relationship." 
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As Britain looks to the future, it faces certain dilemmas 
fmeall tnree policy areas. The need to replace the aging 
meoARIS force at a time of financial difficulties and an anti- 
nuclear revival has again brought Britain's deterrent to the 
center of policy debates. Those same financial strigencies 
and the growing divergence between the United States and 
Western Europe are causing a reappraisal of Britain's European 
role. Finally, although Empire is no longer an issue, some 
mingering problems such as the Falklands and the future of 
Hong Kong must also be addressed by British policy makers. 
Presently, Britain remains committed to both nuclear forces 
pee tO NATO involvement and its willingness to project its 
power beyond Europe if necessary. The framework Britain uses 
momcesolve these problems will provide the basis for future 


Pertish policy. 
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III. THE ROYAL NAVY AND THE 
BRITISH NUCLEAR DETERRENT 

The first major arena of power which involves the Royal 
Navy is that of the nuclear balance of power. The Royal Navy 
moday has exclusive responsibility for the British strategic 
fmerear deterrent. This responsibility was once the domain 
of the Royal Air Force and its VULCAN, VICTOR, and VALIANT 
Mmemeers, Dut after the SKYBOLT affair and the Nassau Conference, 
Ome role began shifting from the RAF to the Navy. By the 
mmely 1980s, the strategic nuclear strike role of the VULCAN 
bombers with their BLUE STEEL nuclear stand-off missiles had 
meen phased out. The Royal Navy had become sole operator of 
Peetain’s strategic forces. 

Mitcmseracegic deterrent role has become a primary function 
meeecne Navy. As the fleet's other capabilities continue to 
Meeline, the nuclear forces have taken on increasing importance. 
mee Operation of the strategic force will remain the Royal 
meayy s first and most vital task for Britain's security.'""* 

Miewimstrument of the Navy's nuclear deterrent has been, 
and will continue to be, the nuclear-powered ballistic missile 
Seemarine (SSBN). This type of force gives Britain's a sur- 
mmranle second strike capability which is considered necessary 
Meemaimtain an effective deterrent. Britain's decision to 
replace the POLARIS force with TRIDENT reflects the favorable 


meracude of British policymakers toward the SSBN. The Royal 





Navy's POLARIS submarines have provided Britain's strategic 
nuclear deterrent since the late sixties, and TRIDENT SLBMs 


Will provide such a deterrent into the next century. 


A. POLARIS 

Britain has been involved with POLARIS since the Nassau . 
Conference of 1962. Prime Minister Harold MacMillan and his 
advisors came to Nassau feeling betrayed and distressed by the 
Kennedy-MacNamara decision to cancel SKYBOLT. Kennedy suc- 
cessfully solved the British dilemma by offering to sell them 
the American POLARIS submarine-launched ballistic missile 
meeeM) and technical assistance on submarine construction. 
Siemeeritisn accepted the offer, and the Royal Navy gained the 
moe Or Operating Britain's strategic deterrent. 

imesterms Of the agreement allowed Britain to take full 
advantage of American research and development for a sea-based 
deterrent. Under the agreement Britain would buy 100 POLARIS 
A3 missiles from the United States, and the Americans would 
provide extensive technical assistance in SSBN design and 
construction, and weapons system fire control. Britain would 
build the submarines and design and build the nuclear war- 
meas £Or the missiles. This arrangement permitted Britain 
Membuild an efrective SSBN force at far less cost than if 
Britain had designed and built everything itself. 

One of the major issues concerning the program was the 


number of submarines to be built. Recognizing the need te 
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Overhaul, repair, and refit the boats from time to time, and 
mies vulnerability of submarines in port, Britain's leaders 
mieeda the requirement to have a portion of the force on 
@eterrent patrol at all times. If the force contained only 
three boats, there would be periods when no boats were on 
Station. If a four-boat force was built, at least one would 
always be on station, and a five-boat force would permit 
Britain to keep two boats on station at all times.“ 
Accordingly, the British programme originally involved 
building five submarines, but in 1965, the Wilson Government 
cancelled the fifth boat as an economy measure. This left 
the deterrent with no margin against accidental loss of a 
eet. Fortunately, Britain has successfully avoided such an 
Becurrence. "Since 1969 there has never been a moment when 
See Olaris force did not have at least one submarine on 
meerol, effectively invulnerable to preemptive attack and at 
high readiness to launch its missiles if required." Tine 
four boat number has met Britain's needs. 

pamce the first SSBN entered service in 1967, the British 
Memer lo ftorce has been very successful in service. The force 
consists of four submarines, RESOLUTION, RENOWN, REPULSE, and 
REVENGE, each displacing 8,400 tons submerged, and armed with 
Sixteen POLARIS A3 missiles as well as torpedo tubes.” Through 
careful material management, no major accidents or equipment 


Mmerures have occurred. Furthermore, ecperating costs have 


been kept down to approximately 100 million pounds per year 
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in 1976 aRlees o> Uheenaccivoemwewever, the performance of 
POLARIS is best measured by the fact that it has performed 
mes sole mission, deterrence against nuclear attack, suc- 
cessfully since it entered service, 

eimeGe tme late 19/7/0s_, the POLARIS force has undergone a 
major improvement program. This program, called CHEVALINE, 
involves improving the penetration ability of warhead against 
an ABM defense. Before CHEVALINE, each POLARIS missile 
mounted a multiple re-entry vehicle (MRV) of three 200 kiloton 
ment equivalent) warheads. Although little is publicly known 
about CHEVALINE, it has a MRV capable with "... hardened, 
Maneuvering, and early separating re-entry vehicles with 
advanced decoys as penetration aude.” The cost of this 
meegtam exceeded a billion pounds, but it extended the 
feeeectiyeness of POLARIS into the next decade. However, even 
CHEVALINE is only a short-term improvement and does not 


address the long-term future of Britain's nuclear deterrent. 


Bee THE NEED FOR A REPLACEMENT 

Pomevecaponesyscem, Nowever successful, can be expected to 
Peprorm its mission forever, and POLARIS is no exception. Age 
Of equipment, service wear and tear, and technological progress 
mempame tO Shorten the effective life-span of the POLARIS 
Memeees Furthermore, the end of the U.S. Navy's POLARIS fleet 
has drastically reduced the economy of scale for replacement 


parts and modifications which the British have until recently 





enjoyed. Several factors are working to make the replacement 
of POLARIS necessary. 

Wiecwetrsemcaerorewhich works to limit the POLARIS force's 
future is the age of equipment. The four submarines, all of 
which entered service between 1967 and 1969, have a service 
life of twenty to twenty-five years, with thirty years pos- 
Sible with proper maintenance. / Betne tne nilis sand) the 
machinery show wear as they remain in operation. Age also 
m@ereccets the missile components, particularly rocket fuel. 
Although schemes such as freezing fuel in storage have been 
@ensidered, with Britain as the only user of POLARIS, the 
m_eeeot Maintaining fuel supplies for the missiles will rise 
Bemuime goes on. By the early 1990s, age of equipment and 
SowmpomentsS Will be a major problem for the POLARIS force. 

{n addition to age, the advance of technology also 
threatens the POLARIS force's future. Advancements in ASW 
@eennology and capabilities have increased the vulnerability 
of the British SSBNs, which do not have the advantage of a 
Saedae'’S improvement in submarine silencing. Recent Soviet 
developments in air defense weapons and renewed interest in 
Dallistic missile defense have promoted growing doubts about 
Swem a CHEVALINE-modified POLARIS weapon succeeding in 
Seriking its target. "All the available evidence converges, 
M@eretOre, to suggest that, by some time in the early 1990's, 
both Britain's submarines and their missiles will reach the 


end of the end. 





MincGattignwmtosase anacwebsolescence, the British are also 
Pomeronted With the prospect of Sharply increasing costs for 
mechating the POLARIS force. This is a result of the phasing 
eit Ot POLARIS in the United States Navy. Although the United 
meaces iS obligated by the Nassau Agreement to provide support 
[meme ne British POLARIS force as long as it remains in service, 
mee COSt Of Maintaining production capability for spare parts 
Meee tall solely on Britain. The availability of out-of- 
@ervice U.S. equipment and spares may help for a short period 
Bemecime, but offers no long-term parts support. Furthermore, 
mye turther modernization of the POLARIS system would require 
bettain to fund all the research and development costs. 
Meantaining the POLARIS force beyond the next decade is both 


seonomically and militarily unfeasible. 


Meee iHe CRUISE MISSILE ALTERNATIVE 

Hien a British Government began searching for a replacement 
Meee OLARIS in the late 1970s, one particularly attractive 
Peeernative was the cruise missile. Land, air, or surface 
ship-based weapons of any kind were dismissed as being too 
Bene rable to preemptive strike, but the idea of submarine- 
moemeched cruise missiles merited serious consideration. The 
Seuise missile was ultimately turned down, but only aiter 
Sensiderable debate. 

The cruise missile alternative generated a considerable 


Meee OL Support. That Britain's chief ally, the United 
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Eeitesemiaw cmbarked of a massive cruise missile program 
enhanced the credibility of such a syStem. Furthermore, the 
crulse missile seemed to offer several real advantages. First, 
mae Unit cost of a cruise missile is far less than that of a 
Meplistic missile. Second, the cruise missile offers po- 
tentially greater accuracy than the ballistic missile. Finally, 
imge cruise missile is relatively small and easy to store. 

These advantages provided the justification for supporting 

mae cruise missile alternative. 

Beposttton to the cruise missile, however, was able to 
@eumnter those arguments and make a strong case against the 
cruise missile alternative. First, a cruise missile can be 
@mecrcepted more readily than a ballistic missile; a larger 
meres Of Cruise missiles is therefore required to ensure 
Memetration of Soviet defences. “With the possibility of a 
British cruise missile force in mind, it would be true to say 
that Soviet defences erected against the expectation of a 
massive American attack of some thousands of missiles could 
Serect a much higher rate of attrition against a smaller 
force."'"" Pueicnmore.wecrmise missiles only have a single 
warhead, which means a larger force is necessary to achieve 
Meperetcient Striking power. Third, cruise missiles are shorter 
memeed than ballistic missiles, which gives the submarine less 
MerroOm in Which to operate. Fourth, the use of torpedo tubes 
Memzire the missiles would result in a slower rate of fire 


Mgemtnerefore greater vulnerability to ASW or counter-battery 





fire during the firing sequence. 1° Finally, to achieve a 
sufficient force levei would require more submarines than a 
ballistic missile force and submarines are the most expensive 
component. Consideration was given to placing cruise missiles 
on a nuclear-powered attack submarines (SSN), but their 
mission 1s completely incompatible with strategic nuclear 
strike. As a result of these factors, the cruise missile 


alternative was rejected. 


wee TRIDENT 

Somouly 15 s)1980 the British Government announced its 
intention to purchase the American TRIDENT missile as Britain's 
future deterrent. The new arrangement, by which Britain would 
buy the American weapon, was remarkably similar to the Nassau 
Agreement eighteen years earlier. The United States would 
Mmeovide the missiles, fire control equipment, and technical 
assistance, while Britain would build the submarines and 
Mmelear Warheads itself. The decision to buy TRIDENT, however, 
came about only after consideration of several SLBM alter- 
Natives, arguments for TRIDENT, and questions on the size of 
mae program. 

merOre the decision to purchase TRIDENT was made, some 
consideration was given to other SLBM alternatives. A solely 
British missile, or an Anglo-French missile, was dismissed as 
being too costly to develop, and lacking in the technological 


sophistication of American weapons. Many advocated continuing 
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With the POLARIS missile in new hulls, but the arguments of 
Bee, Obsolescence against an ABM defense, and lack of com- 
Menality with the U.S. Navy, defeated that alternative. 
Consideration was given to the American POSEIDON missile, 
Paeemost of the arguments against POLARIS apply to it as well, 
and the costs would be as high as TRIDENT.*+ Only TRIDENT 
offered Britain an advanced system in which the Royal Navy 
mould Share material and technical support with the U.S. Navy 
mimeo the the next century. 

TRIDENT offers Britain several advantages as a nuclear 
Mevetrent. First, it iS a new, modern system, offering 
Beeeater reliability in service as well as commonality of 
Meweerial with the American SSBN force. "Trident components 
will be more reliable and have a longer life than those for 
POEARIS, allowing missiles to remain in their tubes through- 
Swieeeneir planned 7-8 year period between major submarine 
Mertis, with such periodic servicing as is necessary carried 
out in the submarines themselves by British personnel.'"1° 
Pecondly, TRIDENT offers far greater striking power than the 
Mmeeniatives, a very important point when present and future 
soviet ABM defenses are considered. Third, the greater range 
See RIDENT allows the submarine greater sea-room and therefore 
Peeeaeer SUrVivability. These factors make TRIDENT the best 
mm@emee tor Britain's future. 

ierecaally Britain chose the TRIDENT I C-4 missile for its 


future deterrent. Although the United States was developing 
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the TRIDENT II D-5 missile, no cecision on production was 
expected until the mid-1980s. The Reagan Administration, 
however, decided to accelerate the D-5 production schedule. 
This offered Britain a choice between the C-4 and D-5 versions 
aoaeime March 1982 the British Government chose the TRIDENT II 
Wee Although this larger, more capable missile would cost 
590 million pounds more (in September, 1980 prices) it would 
Besmore economical over the lifetime of the system, as the 
United States would phase out the C-4 by the late 1990s, and 
commonality with the Americans would be lost if Britain 
stayed with the exter Delta Wiicomenere Missile will be the 
MeL DENT ITI D-5. 

Although the decision over which missile to buy was para- 
mount, some discussion has also centered around the design of 
Mie missile-carrying submarine. Some consideration was given 
to an inexpensive diesel-powered coastal submarine, but the 
requirement to snorkel, lack of range, lack of commonality 
with the Americans, vulnerability to mining and the costs in 
manpower and money that a larger force would require, ruled 


ms Instead the new sub- 


out the non-nuclear-powered option. 
Marines will be fitted with PWR-2 type reactors, the newest 
design in the Royal Navy. Questions also arose over the 
Mumber of missile tubes, with choice of twelve or sixteen 
being the most popular. Although tweive-tube boats would 
save 80 million pounds over the sixteen-tube option, it would 


ne 


reduce striking power by one-fourth. iigunenMone, = 5 lxteen 
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tubes give added flexibility should Soviet ABM defenses 
improve. The future Brtish TRIDENT submarine will be a 
nuclear-powered boat with sixteen tubes capable of carrying 
TRIDENT II D-5 missiles. 

The final issue concerning TRIDENT has been that of the 
number of boats to be built. The dilemma is the same as that 
of the POLARIS program. "Four is the minimum needed to sus- 
tain without fail at least one always on patrol."+° A fifth 
boat would double the minimum number on patrol, and cost a 
smaller percentage of the program than the first four boats, 
but would still remain very expensive. The Thatcher Government 
has therefore elected to order four new submarines, with an 
Seeron to order a fifth. Given Britain's economic constraints 
and its success with the four-boat POLARIS force, however, 
the eventual building of a fifth TRIDENT submarine remains 
Mery unlikely. In structure the TRIDENT force will resemble 
mires POLARIS force it supercedes. 

The Royal Navy has been charged with the responsibility 
memebritain'’s strategic nuclear deterrent since 1969, and wili 
moamemiue to hold that responsibility into the future. The 
POLARIS force has provided Britain with a secure second-strike 


i 


ECapability which has served as a successful deterrent to 
maerek ON Great Britain. The TRIDENT program will continue 
memerovide that capability for Britain into the next century. 
Britain remains determined to be a nuclear power, and the 


embodiment of the power will continue to be the Royal Navy's 


nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines. 
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IV. THE ROYAL NAVY AND GREAT 
BRITAIN'S EUROPEAN COMMITMENT 

me second preat arena of power which involves the Royal 
Navy is that of Europe. The primary role of the Royal Navy's 
meventional forces today is directly related to Britain's 
mommrtment to NATO and collective security in Europe. With 
Mme retreat from East of Suez, the Navy has evolved from 
Meane a global navy to being a European navy. All British 
Meee procurement since the mid-1960's, except for the POLARIS 
Zoece. has been to meet the requirements of a Europe-centered 
naval role. That change has been accepted by most British 
policy-makers, and today debates and discussions on the Royal 
Navy's missions, tasks and future center on this role. 

fine Navy's role in European security 1s shaped by several 
maerors. As an iSland nation, Britain has a long and great 
Mmeritime tradition. The Royal Navy is faced with a con- 
fe ravle Maritime threat from the Soviet Northern and Baltic 
mm@eeo. However, in contrast to these factors in favor of a 
mercer fleet, other factors serve to limit Britain's naval 
meeortes. Britain's economic decline has placed severe con- 
Meeaincs On the resources available for the military. Within 
these limits the Navy must compete with the Army and Air 
Merce presence in the Federal Republic of Germany. NATO's 
Mastic concept of the major Soviet threat being a ground and 


Meeecireat in Central Europe has given the British Army of 





the Rhine and RAF Germany a primacy of purpose which the 
Sevyeita>s found difficult to match. This tendency is enhanced 
by the British Government's political goals and commitments 
toward its European allies, which include greater integration 
into the West European system. As a result, the importance 

of the Royal Navy's primary missions has come under doubt, and 
perhaps worse, a sea-oriented strategy may have become poli- 
ieaiiy incompatible with British foreign policy. Nevertheless, 
meen kOvyal Navy plays a major role in Britain's European defense 


menort, and will continue to play such a role in the future. 


Pym ROYAL NAVY'S HISTORICAL ROLE TOWARD EUROPE 

For over four centuries, the Royal Navy has been the great 
meecld protecting the British Isles from Europe's wars. It 
has defended against invasion threats, protected British 
mommerce and communications, and has made Britain's will feit 
Pyeits continental foes. In accomplishing these tasks, the 
Royal Navy has employed various concepts and aspects of naval 
power. 

ime most important of the Navy's historical roles has been 
mre Of se€a-control around the British Isles. That those 
islands have not undergone a foreign invasion for over 900 
years testifies to the effectiveness with which that role has 
been carried out. In 1588, a massive invasion fleet sent by 
Phillip II of Spain was defeated and driven off in a great 


running battle up the English Channel and East Coast of 





Eaetancd. in) 1605 Napoleon marched the Grand Army to Calais 
mimpreparationm to invade England, but attempts tO gain even 
memoorary COntrol of the Channel failed, and ultimately led 
memmcecisivye defeat at Trafalgar. In 1940, Hitler was forced 
to abandon Operation Seelowe (Sealion), the invasion of 
Peeland, when the Luftwaffe failed to achieve air control or 
Peaescontrol over the Channel. Although this battle was fought 
primarily by the RAF, it was the Royal Navy's superiority 
over the German Navy that made German air control a must in 
@rder to even attempt an invasion. In addition to these 
three episodes, the Navy has acted as an effective deterrent 
beeventing foes from ¢€ven considering invasion throughout 
mamenous wars and crises over the past four centuries. Con- 
Mmeoreor the "Narrow Sea" has been the first and foremost of 
the Royal Navy's missions. 

A second great historical role of the Royal Navy has been 
Meeeection Of the sea lines of communication. For an island 
Matron lacking in many national resources and with a large 
Meemseas Empire, maintaining those lines of communication is 
Smear. this dependence on overseas commerce has grown over 
meges as Britain's population has out-stripped British agri- 
culture's ability to feed it, and the pace of technology has 
demanded ever more resources. This vulnerability has led 
Many of Britain's enemies to employ a strategy of guerre de 
feeoe, Of War On commerce, against the British. The French 


have employed it throughout their wars with Britain, the 





Americans employed it in the American Revolution and War of 
ioe2, and Germany has twice in this century brought Britain 
near defeat by submarine war against British seaborne 
communications. 

M-eoOrccGerOmcouUNLtCr Chis Strategy and protect those com- 
munications, the British have adopted several methods to 
Pimsure a satisfactory degree of sea control. One method has 
Petemeco limit the enemy's access to the open sea, through 
Mieckade Or control of straits. (The North Sea mine barrage 
Of 1918, whereby British laid a minefield across the North 
meaetrom Scotland to near Norway, is one example of this 
technique.) <A second method has involved sending "hunting" 
memees OUT to track down and destroy enemy commerce raiders. 
Mmeimately, however, the most successful technique has been 
Bemconvoy Shipping. Although convoying has occasionally been 
dismissed at the beginning of some conflicts as obsolete, the 
British have reverted to it whenever other methods alone have 
Memted. Britain's geographic situation has made protection 
Of sea communications almost as vital as defense against 
invasion. 

Mae third major naval role which Britain has historically 
meurormed in Europe has been that of power projection ashore. 
This too has taken several forms. The most effective way in 
which British seapower has been felt on the continent has 
been through the instrument of blockade. Whether through 


Close blockade, as during tne wars against France, or distant 
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DlOckade, as in the First World War, Ditto liimias sGepedted ly 
pmeved CapaDle of bringing economic ruin upon European 
Mepenents. it was the British blockade that brought defeat 
eemmolland in the Seventeenth Century. It was the British 
Dlockade that wrecked Napoleon's Continental System, and 
helped to bring about the disastrous invasion of Russia. And, 
Mmeewas the British blockade that helped to provoke revolution 
memecollapse in Germany in the fall of 1918. 

The other aspect of power projection has been the landing 
eer itish troops on the continent. Wellington's campaigns 
in Iberia and the Low Countries were made possible by seapower, 
as was the Crimean Campaign and, of course, the invasions of 
eeedly, Italy and France during the Second World War. Through 
Meret projection, the Royal Navy has played a decisive role 
mimonitish policy toward Europe. 

punece 1245 the Royal Navy's approach to these historic 
memes has changed dramatically. As a result of Britain's 
teeeadeciine vis a vis the United States and the Soviet 
Miemone and the development of nuclear weapons, both the rele- 
Meamiee Of these roles and their practicality have been called 
mmeeeaquestion. However, despite some change in terminology 
Smemeechnique, the present roles and missions of the Royal 


Maye in Furope are a continuance of these historic roles. 





B. THE NAVAL THREAT 

Today the Royal Navy faces a naval threat which, in 
@@abdility and power relative to the British fleet alone, is 
Prpeetar the greatest in Britain's history. Since the late 
1950s, when it surpassed the Royal Navy in overall strength, 
the Soviet Navy has grown into the world's largest navy, 
matching the shrunken Royal Navy many times over. In the air, 
On the surface, and under the sea, the Soviets pose a severe 
emelienge for the British. 

Miesoovlct Lomg-Ranece NavalwAir Force poses a major threat 
meeeoritish surface units north of Scotland. Operating from 
bases on the Kola Peninsula, BACKFIRE, BLINDER, BADGER, and 
BEAR bombers carrying AS-2, AS-3, AS-4, AS-5 and AS-6 air-to- 
surface stand-off missiles constitute a threat which the Royal 
Navy would find impossible to stop. These missiles would 
likely prove difficult for shipboard weapons to intercept and 
a fleet-carrier-less Royal Navy would be hard pressed to engage 
the aircraft themselves. In addition to the land-based bombers, 
the Soviet Navy has begun to move into sea-based aviation as 
Well. The KIEV-class ships have given the Soviets a VSTOL 
Sepability similar to that cf the British INVINCIBLE class, 
maple the Soviets now have a full-deck aircraft carrier under 
Se@eeruction. Any British naval effort must take into con- 
Smceration the Soviet Union's considerable air strike capability. 

The Soviet surface fleet also composes a major threat to 


the Royal Navy. This fleet has grown from a primarily coastal 





memee im the 1950S into a large fully-capable ocean-going 
mbeet, the Soviets have achieved superiority over Britain 
both in numbers and size of units. Large, powerful ships 
Meeieds che battlecruiser KIROV, the KIEV class carriers, and 
KRASINA, KARA, and KRESTA cruisers have no match in the British 
mfeet. Furthermore, the Soviet major surface combatants out- 
mumber British units by four-to-one.” Diem oovlereotbet ace 
Mmmeet possesses an extensive air defence, anti-submarine, and 
Mme-snip Cruise missile capability. Although this Soviet 
Mmmeace fleet 15 Dy no means invulnerable, it does pose a 
major challenge to the Royal Navy and its allies. 

Emcee the Second World War, the Soviet Union has main- 
meme aetie world's largest submarine force. This force, many 
times larger than the German U-boat fleet that nearly defeated 
Britain in 1940, is equipped with nuclear-powered as well as 
diesel-powered submarines, and many of these boats are armed 
With anti-shipping cruise missiles. The new ALFA-class 
Supmarines have demonstrated underwater performance abilities 
mapegreater than any other submarine in the world, Although 
m@enrnoyal Navy is configured to a large degree for ASW 
Seeraeions, its ability is far overmatched by the size of 
Miemsoviet subsurface threat. 

Although on paper the Soviet Navy far out-numbers the 
Royal Navy, the Soviets have many cther commitments beyond 
meemnortch Atlantic, and their forces are discussed around the 


Bem Iwo Soviet fleets, the Pacific and the Black Sea, as 
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fweeac tne Mediterranean squadrom, pose only indirect threats 
fo Britain. The other two, the Baltic Fleet and the Northern 
Mmiicwrmenowevyer, do pose a direct threat. The Baltic Fleet is 
the nearest threat to the British Isles, and one which the 
Royal Navy would likely face without much support from the 
United States Navy.. However, the Baltic Fleet is the smallest 
Mmempescerour Soviet fleets, and its equipment is rather old. 
memenermore, the narrow waters it would need to transit in 
Meer) to reach the North Sea and its close proximity to NATO 
Mmeea-based air forces limit its ability to threaten Britain. 
The Northern Fleet, however, is a different matter. The 
largest and most modern of the four fleets, it can strike 
mmeceriy against the British Isles and the North Atlantic sea 
moles from its Dases on the Kola Peninsula. It is on this 
m@imeat axis that any future naval war for Britain will be 


fought and decided. 


Meets ROYAL NAVY'S PRESENT ROLE IN THE NORTH ATLANTIC 

The principal role of the Royal Navy in a conventional 
War in Central Europe would be to secure the sea-lines-of- 
communication in the Eastern Atlantic and the English Channel.” 
hts role involves not only the protection of maritime com- 
Bemieageion itself, but of the British Isles as an eastern 
Beaminus of trans-Atlantic communications. British naval 
leaders accepted this role in the years following World War 
meemewien memories of the Battle of the Atlantic were still 


fresh. When Britain surrendered its global role, the Atlantic 
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requirement provided the Royal Navy some insulation from the 
mil cttects of the post-Empire cutbacks.° Home Ver lncreas Ing 
financial pressure has combined today with the many doubts as 
memene yalidity of such a role in either a short war or a 
nuclear scenario to threaten even the continuance of that role 
meeene Navy. Yet the British Government remains committed, 
though with reduced means, toward maintaining the principal 
role of protecting sea communications. 

[icetirst aspect of perferming this) role involves pro- 
imeeti0n Of the United Kingdom base itself. The Navy's part 
immenis mission is centered around anti-submarine warfare 
(ASW) and mine warfare in British waters, particularly around 
Memets, and in the Channel. For its local anti-submarine forces, 
Meetain will rely principally on maritime patrol aircraft and 
its conventional submarines, although surface units and 
m@ietear submarines could be diverted to deal with a threat so 
miose to the homeland. The vulnerability of British ports to 
Seeeusive Mining has caused some alarm, and Britain has 
responded with the new HUNT-class mine-countermeasures (MCM) 
vessels. 

muareiermore, SfANAVFORCHAN, a combined force of MGM units 
imeomeseveral navies, but under British control, provides 
e@e@mtional forces in the English Channel.” PECneucho bra Gage Ss 
meal effort in its own waters is not calculated to counter a 
massive naval attack, it is designed to meet a subsurface/ 


mine threat which could develop in a conventional war. 
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With reasonable security of British waters achieved, the 
most important mission of the Royal Navy becomes that of 
Mmeotection Of the transatlantic sea lanes. Under present 
NATO planning, massive quantities of troops and supplies 
would be moved from North America to Europe, without which 
NATO would be very hard-pressed to survive. Most of this 
would come by ship. "The reinforcement and resupply of 
morecs in EUrope is completely dependent on the sea lanes 
@eross the Atlantic Ocean being kept open,"® PEOrtcCeeran OF 
mmemsed lanes serves not only a wartime role but a peacetime 
maeecrrent role as well. By emphasizing such a role, the 
Royal Navy makes the reinforcement of American troops in 
Europe more feasible.’ Ditceeolewmor COlmse. dees mot tall 
@eene Royal Navy alone, but is shared with the United States 
Mey and the navies of the European allies. While the 
Smerteans provide almost all the forces for the western and 
@eomeral Atlantic, the Royal Navy provides at least 90% of 
wero's available forces in the Eastern byeilenree. © PUL ter ne 
Meeeemission demands the preponderance of British conventional 
morces. 

Mereisn perceptions of the nature of the threat to sea 
communications have shaped the conventional forces of the 
moval Navy. The experiences of two world wars and the Soviets' 
meme sabdility to project air or surface power into the Central 
Pivantic have made the perceived major threat to be subsurface. 


“The orthodox view, particularly in Britain, has been that 
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fie Magiemaval task will be to protect the seaborne rein- 
momcement and resupply of the Central Front against Soviet 
submarine attack." To meet this threat the Royal Navy has 
mecome principally an ASW force. "ASW is the major pre- 
@eeupation of the modern Royal Navy 119 
ie eAoV mission Gan be accomplished by performing three 
mioks, lhese would involve attacking Soviet submarines as 
mieypeicaye their bases, intercepting them as they run the 
Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom (GIUK) Gap, and finding and 


Il The: piers t 


Mescroying those that enter the Central Atlantic. 
[mepeis the exclusive domain of the nuclear-powered attack 
submarine, and although British submarines may participate, 
@@err lack of numbers would leave that role largely to the 
Swemtcan Submarines. The other two tasks, however, would 
mvolye considerable British forces. 

The battle of the Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom Gap 
feta be of key importance in deciding the next war for the 
Atlantic and the Royal Navy would play a major part in that 
memere, "In these areaS its role would be to prevent Soviet 
Memitime forces, whether air, surface, or sub-surface, from 
Ewecring the re-supply convoy routes."t7 Toe waecomplishe this , 
the Navy has placed the heaviest emphasis on submarines and 
ier time patrol aircraft. 

This results from several factors. First, submarines are 


considered by many to be the best ASW platform, as they operate 


miele Same medium as their prey. Furthermore, the nature of 
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mie bamiGbler 15 Such that submarines can operate well below 
@eavttation speed (and therefore much more quietly) and still 
mcercept submarines passing through the area. Secondly, 
most of the GIUK Gap is well within range of the RAF maritime 
patrol aircraft and strike aircraft, should a surface threat 
feear. Finally, surface ships have been given a less 
important role as a result of continuing doubts about their 
Semevivability against Cruise missiles and aircraft. These 
doubts were further fueled by the Falklands War. "Indeed in 
ememrespect the fundamental premise that surface ships were 
Mecomine distressingly vulnerable was supported all too 
meametically by the evidence provided by Exocet and some very 
unsophisticated free-fall bombs, many of which failed to 


- 


detonate.""° As a result submarines and ASW aircraft are 
considered the best weapons for fighting the GIUK Gap battle.!* 

This attitude has been reflected in all British Defence 
Poeimates since The Way Forward in 1981. While force levels 
Mmieesadrrace ships have been reduced, the nuclear-powered 
attack submarine program has continued, and some increases 
iememocen Made in maritime patrol aircraft force levels. A 
Seestantial portion of these forces will be committed to the 
feeal GIUK Gap barrier. Although British forces by themselves 
Tommeaebe inefrective in covering this area, together with 
feteehean forces, such an effort could greatly reduce the 
mumber Of Soviet submarines penetrating to the Central 


Sebantic., 





Even a masSive Darrier effort is not guaranteed to stop 
all Soviet submarine penetration, nor does it deal with sub- 
meamaines already in the Central Atlantic at the beginning of 
hostilities. How to deal with this problem is still an issue 
men debate. Computer analysis supports the concept of pro- 
tected sea lanes patrolled by hunting groups. ine 
INVINCIBLE-class aircraft carriers would conceivably form the 
maeteus Of such a group. However, historical precedent indi- 
Cates that the convoy is more effective, and prudence indicates 
that the Western navies must be prepared for either eaaleg 
Memecunately, the force requirement for both tasks are similar. 

iMmdmyeractlon in the mid-Atlantic maritime patrol aircraft 
would be severely limited by short on-station times. Sub- 
Marines would be limited as well, in that the speeds required 
memxcep Up with surface ships, such as a convoy, would require 
Sacrificing the advantage of silence because of cavitation. 
Furthermore, submarines cannot operate aircraft effectively. 
Therefore, it is the ASW-configured surface ship which pro- 
Mmaes the best tool for protecting ocean shipping, either in 


convoy or along a sea ance 


The Royal Navy's frigates, 
Seeeroyers, and aircraft carriers are designed to meet this 
Mequirement. As pioneers in ASW helicopter operations, the 
Peetish have placed helicopters on virtually all their surface 
Ships. Working in conjunction with ship-mounted sonars and 


Meapons, particularly American ships equipped with powerful 


passive sonars, the ASW helicopters would become the primary 





defensive shield of a convoy, or the offensive weapon of a 
hunting group. In addition, the surface ships' air-defense 
missile batteries and guns would provide the convoys with 
Some protection against submarine-launched cruise missiles. 
Mies task, like most tasks undertaken by the Royal Navy, will 
be shared with the United States Navy and the navies of 
Western Europe. However, the Royal Navy would provide the 
major surface effort in the Eastern Atlantic in any future 
Battle of the Atlantic. 

in addition to these major tasks for the Royal Navy in 
wartime, there are other tasks which also require some 
Metention as well. Should the United States Navy send a 
Bamrirer strike force north of the GIUK Gap against Soviet 
bases on the Kola Peninsula, the Royal Navy would send an 


Ke This possi- 


Mee croup built around an aircraft carrier. 
ebety would depend upon the availability of ships, both 
American and British, and how the situation might develop. 
Another task would involve sending British troops, particularly 
the Royal Marines, to Norway as reinforcements. However, with 
the draw-down of British amphibious forces (a process slowed 
but not stopped by the Falklands War) the Royal Marines could 
only be sent to southern Norway by normal transport and then 
Sént via railroad to the north. Although these tasks are 
possible due to the flexibility of seapower, the diminished 
Size of the Royal Navy makes them rather impractical (except 


for sending the Marines to Norway by non-amphibious means) 
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to accomplish with the priority demands of the battle to 


Meotect Sea-lines-of-communication. 


D. ALTERNATIVE ROLES FOR THE ROYAL NAVY 

The roles and tasks which the Royal Navy has taken on 
memeitself do not solve ali of Britain's maritime security 
Eeeolems in a European conflict. Although many alternative 
roles are well beyond British capabilities and resources to 
perform, these are alternatives which could significantly 
Eemmance Britain's military situation. 

ihe present Strategy has several weaknesses which could 
Mesult in a failure of Britain's naval and military effort, 
even excluding the uncertainities of nuclear war. First, 
for the sea-lines-of-communication to be of value, NATO 
meound forces must contain a Soviet thrust in Central Europe 
meme rolong the conflict. Furthermore, sufficient pre-war 
Warning must be given for the United States to assemble the 
reinforcements and material to be shipped.?° Even more 
Maeda al, the present planning has little to offer Britain 
mmemia the Central Front collapse without use of nuclear 
weapons or the Soviets attack in the north rather than in 
Memeral Europe. In either case the Royal Navy would be of 


ey. 2 20 
Meecricai value. 


should one of these situations develop, 
the Navy must be prepared to meet tne challenge. 
poolid tne Central Front collapse without either side 


mesertcing to nuclear weapons, Britain would once again face 
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an Although the elimination of 


wmpotemttal invasion threat. 
M@eebritisn Isles could be easily accomplished by using 
merear weapons, the potential costs of such an attack, 
mueluding British nuclear retaliation against the Soviet 
Union, could make that option unacceptable to the Soviets. 
Pema result, Britain could be in a situation similar to that 
feerorO0. The Soviets could then seek to neutralize the 
British Isles by either mass conventional bombing and a close 
naval blockade (similar to the American operations against 
Japan in the summer of 1945), or they could attempt an 
amphibious landing, similar to the planned German Operation 
eer ON in 1940. For Britain to withstand the threat and 
SUryive, it would require not only air defenses capable of 
Mem@eralizing Soviet air attacks, but naval forces able to 
Semumter Soviet naval moves around Britain as well. 

The Royal Navy's task in such a dilemma would be to deny 
mmemooviet Union the use of waters around the British Isles 
for amphibious operations and to maintain communications 
westward. Although the Navy presently is suited primarily 
for ASW operations, much of the threat in this scenario would 
bemourtace Warships and amphibious ferces. Therefore, the 
Royal Navy would require more anti-air warfare (AAW) and 
anti-surface vessel warfare (ASVW) capability. The ASVW 
mission would be shared with RAF Strike Command, but after 
combat losses on the Central Front and with the air battle 


eee critain raging, the RAF may have little to divert to 
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that mission. As a result the Navy must be prepared to fight 
Mmrembattle alone, Alithough the British could ultimately be 
overwhelmed by the Soviets, they could significantly raise 
the costs to the Soviets and thus perhaps deter a major sea- 
borne attack. Although this concept echoes Admiral Tirpitz's 
ia Led "Riskflotte”. theory first espoused in C106) ea the 
enormous destructive potential of even light forces, the 
Beeeraphy of the situation, the American naval threat to the 
meemets, and the different goals for a British "risk fleet" 
(invasion deterrence, not war deterrence) could make such a 
Becateoy successful under these special conditions. Either 
Way Britain's chance of survival is enhanced should the 
®Pemtral Front collapse. 

To improve the Royal Navy's anti-surface capability, some 
Changes would be required in the Navy's force structure. One 
reasonably economical measure would be to place anti-ship 
cruise missiles, such as the French EXOCET or American 
meee OON, on all frigates and destroyers. Another measure 
mod be the deployment of missile-armed light craft. Since 
the Soviets must approach the British Isles, numerous in- 
Seepensive coastal craft such as hydrofoils or surface-effect 


vessels (hovercraft) armed with cruise missiles could wreak 


Mims theory held that any British effort to destroy the 
Seaman fleet would result in such severe loss for the British, 
that they would lose naval supremacy over other rivals and 
therefore, Britain would be deterred from a naval war against 
Germany. 
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Fam@erOneanimapproaching imvasion force. Thirdly, a large 
force of short-range diesel submarines would be effective not 
only in countering an invasion threat, but would improve the 
Peoecapability in British waters required by the present 
mmeetegy..) Finally, a larger mine warfare force, capable of 
extensive defensive mining operations could further inhibit 
Soviet naval operations around the British Isles. None of 
these steps would be overly expensive, and Britain's ability 
to withstand an invasion would be greatly enhanced. 

Another major security problem which the Royal Navy is 
presently ill-equipped to counter is the possibility of a 
Pewter move in an area other than Central Europe. One 
possibility wouid be a Soviet move against Greece or Turkey, 
maven would by Treaty obligate Britain to go to war with the 
Soviet Union. However, the Royal Navy no longer maintains 
@eeenificant presence in the Mediterranean, and the major 
feared tlaval effort in that sea would be undertaken by the 
Smeereeand Mediterranean states. The other Soviet alternative 
would be a move in the North against Norway. '‘''Indeed, if 
emewooviet Union actually intend (sic) to start a conventional 
war, Norway would arguably be the best place for them to do 
= oe Allied strength in that area is very low, and the 
Eemebets Might speculate that an attack combined with political 
Mmoeessure on the NATO nations in Central Europe could cause 


Pniose Nations to break their Treaty obligations, thus ending 


the NATO alliance. The Soviets could even choose a policy 
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of political coercion which could give them substantial pay- 


: 2 
mers Without war. + 


Whatever the case, a Soviet move against 
Norway could turn NATO's flank and pose a direct threat 
against Britain. 

Whichever way the Soviets move against Norway, the 
merersh response would be principally naval. A Soviet attack 
would almost certainly involve airborne assaults against 
Memwegian airfields while amphibious forces seize ports such 
memiiarvik. In such an area, Soviet airpower based on the 
Kola peninsula could effectively prevent British surface 
vessels from moving into the area. Unless the Royal Navy 
f/eeeivyes air cover from American aircraft carriers, the only 
effective weapon against the amphibious forces would be sub- 
femmes, A mixture of nuclear and diesel submarines armed 
With cruise missiles as well as torpedoes could do considerable 
damage to Soviet amphibious forces around Norway. Although 
later consideration could be given to making an amphibious 
Mescault with the Royal Marines (with or without the United 
States Marines), such an operation would first require 
neutralization of the Soviet air threat and establishment of 
sea-control in Norwegian waters by surface as well as sub- 
feumeecce Units. Whatever reaction the British make to an 
meeack, the Royal Navy will be their chief instrument. 

Although Soviet naval and air superiority would limit 
miemoperational options of the Royal Navy, an attempt by the 


Soviets to threaten and coerce Norway with a show of force 
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would offer a wide range of reactions to the Britisn. The 
arrival of a British task force off Norway and near a Soviet 
bask force could act as an effective deterrent to a Soviet 
attack and stiffen the will of the Norwegian Government to 
Mmeeascand Such overt pressure. For such a role, surface 
units, because of their visibility, would be the most 


effective show of nee ce 


Although the Soviet Naval Air 
Force would still be a threat, cruise missile-armed surface 
Peeeos) would pose a threat to Soviet naval units that their 
Mmeerart would find difficult to pre-empt. The NATO Alliance 
momra even choose to place a permanent deterrent in Northern 
waters by establishing another standing naval force, desig- 
mameed Specifically for the Northern flank, and built around a 
British INVINCIBLE-class carrier, with Norwegian, German, 
Mate, Belgian, and American ships participating. ~° A strong 
Perec Of Surface combatants, armed with anti-ship cruise 
missiles, as well as some anti-air capability, would offer 
meetain several choices in effectively dealing with a serious 
pevtet threat to a vulnerable but vital flank of both Britain 


and NATO, 


=. THE NAVY'S FORCE STRUCTURE<’ 


Meseree recent Cutbacks, Britain stiil possesses the 
largest and most capable European Navy in NATO. Its fleet 
is equipped with modern, sophisticated ships, weapons and 


Meemmolocy. in order to fulfill its present roles and 
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iiectoncmecne Raval Navy maintains surface, subsurface, air, 
amphibious, and mine warfare capabilities. 

Pakcatiombaree Stlintace Prileet possesses an all-around 
Syoability, including the operation of aircraft. The 
Mereoeest surface combatant in the fleet is the aircraft 
@ienter HERMES, commissioned in 1959. This 28,700 ton (all 
tonnages full load) sole survivor of Britain's once great 
@eurier fleet no longer operates normal fixed-wing aircraft, 
Dut carries five SEA HARRIER VSTOL jets and twelve SEA KING 
mewenmelicopters. For self-defense, HERMES has two SEA CAT 
eorc-range surface-to-air missile (SAM) launchers. This 
oop Will remain in service until completion of ARK ROYAL in 
meee the Other major air-capable umits are the INVINCIBLE- 
Sess light alrcraft carriers of which two, INVINCIBLE and 
/Meeot RIOUS, are€ in service and a third, ARK ROYAL, is under 
Mmem@otruction. these 19,500-ton ships each carry five SEA 
HARRIER jets and mine SEA KING helicopters and are armed with 
SEA DART SAM missiles. All these ships are capable of 
Seerating more aircraft if necessary, such as in the Falklands 
War when HERMES and INVINCIBLE operated twenty SEA HARRIERs 
aie. britain continues to maintain an aircraft carrier 
moac e 

ime maim body of the British surface fleet consists of 
destroyers and frigates. The destroyers are in three classes, 
mae, County" class, the Type 82, and the Type 42. The older 


meomity class displace 6,200 tons and are armed with four 





Paver) Crmisewmssiles, SEA SLUG and SEA CAT SAMs, and two 
woeinen guns. Only three of the original eight ships in 
mmeomclasS remain in service. The Type 82 class consists of 
omly one ship, BRISTOL, which displaces 7,100 tons and is 
armed with SEA DART, a 4.5 inch gun, and the IKARA ASW rocket. 
Mijemlype 42 class, which has nine ships in service and three 
under construction (two other ships, SHEFFIELD and COVENTRY, 
were sunk in the Falklands War), are armed with SEA DART and 
a 4.5 inch gun and displace 4,100 tons. All British destroyers 
emeept BRISTOL carry ASW helicopters. 

The frigates likewise can be broken down in several 
Mitasses. tlhe oldest frigate in the fleet is the TORQUAY, the 
Sy SUrViving WHITBY-class unit in service. It displaces 
2,560 tons, is armed with two 4.5 inch guns and a LIMBO ASW 
femear, and is used as a training and testing ship. There 
meseomremains in service three "Tribal" class ships of 2,/00 
momseand armed with SEA CAT, two 4.5 inch guns, and LIMBO. 
Eight of the original nine ROTHESAY-class frigates remain in 
service (though one now serves as a trials ship). These ships 
displace 2,800 tons and are armed with SEACAT, two 4.5 inch 
guns, LIMBO, and carry an ASW helicopter. The largest class 
mieervyice iS the LEANDER-class with twenty-four ships still 
in service (two others transferred to New Zealand). The 
armament varies in this class, with nine units having two 
Seo inch guns, SEACAT and LIMBO, eight units having EXOCET, 


SEACAT, and torpedo tubes, and the other seven having IKARA, 





Pe Ommand sSeneAr. Al units carry an ASW helicopter. The 
ieee clh trigates displace 3,250 tons and are armed with EXOCET, 
Peoeal, a4.5 inch gun, and carry an ASW helicopter. Six 
mumps Of the class are in service (two others, ARDENT and 
ANTELOPE were sunk off the Falklands). The newest class of 
mmeates in service are the Type 22, of which five are in 
service and eight more are under construction or are on order. 
These ships are armed with the SEA WOLF SAM, which has proven 
Meeeerivye against Gyen cruise Missiles, EXOCEIT, torpedo tubes, 
mmemeam ASW helicopter. A newer class, the Type 23, is still 
in the planning stages, with no ships on order. Although the 
present British force structure includes thirteen destroyers 
eae tOrty-seven frigates, that force is currently scheduled 
meme reduced to fifty units during the 1980s. These ships, 
Memwever, Will continue to carry out the tasks which require 
mimrace ships. 

Pacaim Maintains a subStantial submarine force which is 
Meesming the principal arm of the Roval Navy. The backbone 
Seeenas force is the nuclear-power attack submarine (SSN), of 
foeen Britain has eleven, six of SWIFTSURE-class and five of 
the VALIANT-class. In addition, five new vessels of the 
Meare AlLGAR-class are under construction or on order. All 
Maese SSN's are armed with torpedoes, and plans are being 
considered to buy the American HARPOON anti-ship cruise 
ieee, Which can be fired from torpedo tubes while submerged. 


Britain also operates thirteen OBERON-class diesel-electric 
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submarines armed with torpedoes. Two older PORPOISE-class 
miomaibines are also still in sérvice but are being phased out. 
A new class of conventional-powered submarines is currently 
Mm@aer design as well. Britain's mixture of nuclear-powered 
and conventional-powered attack submarines gives the Royal 
Navy the capability to carry out submarine missions and tasks 
Boem in British waters and over the entire North Atlantic 
Bea . 

Although land-based maritime patrol aircraft are under 
fepeeontrol, all sea-based aviation is part of the Fleet Air 
Pie. FAA). The FAA currently operates the SEA HARRIER VSTOL 
Senake aircraft which proved successful in the Falklands War. 
This very maneuverable plane is capable of 640 knots speed 
@ia@eis Capable of carrying guns, bombs, rockets, and SIDE- 
WINDER air-to-air missiles. The Navy currently has around 
thirty SEA HARRIERs in service, and more on order. In 
Peareton to the strike aircraft, the FAA also has over a 
hundred ASW helicopters of the SEA KING, LYNX, WASP, and 
Moen types. The SEA KING, operated off the carriers can 
Meera dipping sonar, torpedoes, depth charges or a radar. 
iitestxyNX, operated off the newer-type destroyers and frigates, 
majmearry torpedoes or depth charges. The WASP, operated off 
meemolder frigates, and the WESSEX, on the "County" class 
Meoetroyers, are also capable of carrying ASW torpedoes. It 
mepedese aircraft and helicopters, which provide the seaborne 
Seeaotrike, air defense, and the ASW capability for the Royal 


Navy. 
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The Royal Navy today continues to maintain an amphibious 
capability. This force was scheduled to be drawn down, but 
its successful performance in the Falklands War has won it a 
mamereve. ihe major units of this force are two 12,120 ton 
em@pnibieus assault ships, FEARLESS and INTREPID, capable of 
@iemyaine 400 to 700 troops (depending on distance to be 
Carried) plus tanks and helicopters. Backing these two ships 
Memare tive 5,674 ton logistics landing ships of the SIR 
LANCELOT class which can carry tanks and other combat vehicles. 
feomxtn Ship of this class, the SIR GALAHAD, was sunk in the 
fmeeclands War. Finally, each of Britain's aircraft carriers 
fHemeapable of carrying a helicopter commando force, if 
Meecssary. Amphibious forces still remain a part of the 
Royal Navy. 

Sie arm ot the Royal Navy which would utilize that 
@iobrlity is the 7,900 man Royal Marines. The principal 
Seeanization unit of this force is the Commando, a battalion 
Size formation. As the name Commando implies, the Royal 
Marines specialize in commando-style operations using both 
Bomaine Craft and helicopters. The Royal Marines, combined 
feeeleSritain's amphibious assault ships, give the Navy the 
Mieebility to project power ashore. 

Peeause Of Britain's geography and the nature of the 
threat, the Royal Navy maintains a substantial mine-sweeping 
capability. The newest MCM vessels are the HUNT-class with 


mee service and five more under construction. In addition, 
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Patatmeias twenty-eight "Ton" class, one WILTON class, and 
two VENTURER class sweepers and hunters in service. These 
vessels are mostly small craft with only a coastal mine- 
Sweeping capability. The Royal Navy currently operates no 
mine layers, but its mine sweepers give Britain some defense 


against on offensive mining campaign. 


feet ROYAL NAVY AND ITS ALLIES 

Amy Luture European war would involve not only Britain, 
Pieetts European and North American allies as well. 
mecordingly, any understanding of the Royal Navy's wartime 
role requires an understanding of the degree that it cooper- 
ates with the allied navies. 

aie most important of the allied fleets for Britain is 
MiesUnited States Navy. Its Atlantic Fleet has a complete 
miles ot Capabilities, including fleet aircraft carriers, 
humerous cruisers, destroyers, frigates, and nuclear-powered 
attack submarines, and a large amphibious force. Any Royal 
Beyer tort beyond British waters would require the cooper- 
ation and assistance of that fleet to be successful. The 
Meme Of the GIUK Gap and of the trans-Atlantic sea lanes 
would require substantial numbers of American submarines and 
imeeaee vessels. Any attempt to project sea control off 
Northern Norway would require American carrier air cover. 
Miiemkoyal Navy has become dependent on the United States Navy 


M@ecarry out its mission. 
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iitewopiniitmoL Cooperation, however, between the two navies 
m_woeserem@eone., = Ihe experience of coopération in two world 
wars, along with the NATO Alliance and shared threat per- 
@-ptions, has allowed that spirit to flourish. The two navies 
today engage in numerous joint exercises. Tactical skills 
@memerdining procedures are shared between the navies. Surface 
meres or Doth fleets routinely operate together as members of 
STANAVFORLANT. In wartime, the Royal Navy would provide both 
tne commander and the forces for Anti-Submarine Group Two, 
which would be the major ASW component of NATO Strike Fleet 
Mmrantic, a Carrier strike force almost exclusively American 
ig composition. 7° Though the Royal Navy is to a degree 
femenacnt on the United States Navy to carry out its missions, 
the degree of cooperation between the two navies makes 
American naval support in a European war a near certainty. 

timeernoyal Navy cooperates with the European navies as well, 
particularly those of West Germany, Netherlands, Belgium, and 
Seedy. British naval forces regularly exercise with ships 
from these nations and occasionally French units as felt 
Memtaim contributes a destroyer or frigate to STANAVFORLANT, 
where it operates with similar ships from the other NATO 
navies. The Royal Navy also provides leadership as well as 
Ships to STANAVFORCHAN, a NATO MCM force which operates in 
@iemenolish Channel and the southern part of the North Sea. 
This force also draws units from the West German, Belgian, 


and Dutch navies. Britain and the Netherlands also cooperate 
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imanphiobetsmaneratiOns. the Royal Netherlands Marine Corps 
mas Carmarked certain units to become part of the British 
Commando Forces Royal Marines, which would provide support 
for Norway should a Soviet northern offensive become apparent. 
The Royal Navy is an alliance navy, and cooperation with 
Mieaer Nayies in that alliance is a feature of Royal Navy 
operations in the North Atlantic area. 

ite Royal Navy today is confronted with a great dilemma, 
imeers contronted with the greatest naval threat in its history, 
e@a@eyet its ability to counter that threat has never been 
Meme) limited. Britain cannot meet every threat, so it must 
Smeease which threats it will counter and tailor its Navy 
Peeordingly. Its choices will determine the Navy's future. 

lgescentciy, Britain has chosen the submarine threat to 
means -Atlantic sea lines of communication as the threat it 
will counter, and the emphasis on submarines and land-based 
air reflect that choice. However, other threats exist that 
meemetener more grave, such as invasion if the Central Front 
@emrapses, or more likely, such as an attack on Norway. To 
Meeenehese threats within the framework of limited defense 
resources will require a fundamental re-assessment of 
meee’ s role in NATO, particularly the ground forces 
commitment in Germany. Whether the British Government is 
Willing to pay the potential political costs that such a 
reappraisal would bring remains to be seen. However, should 
PewmeaetUally occur, the very survival of Britain as an 


independent, free nation may depend on such a move. 
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The British have historically dealt with their European 
security problems principally through naval power. A major 
ground forces commitment on the European Continent is so 
nustorically unprecedented as to appear "unnatural" for 
Britain. The Navy's present role in Europe is centered 
Bmeounad Supporting such a commitment. Any change in the role 
Peeelecenpend on a return to Britain's maritime traditions. If 
such a shift can be accomplished within NATO, the security of 
both Britain and the Alliance could be significantly enhanced. 
Britain's power in Europe would again find its embodiment in 


the Royal Navy. 
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Vee ene eRoOY AL NAVY peYOND EUROPE 


The third major arena of power which involves the Royal 
Navy is the global arena. The Royal Navy today continues to 
eeerall its historic role as protector of British interests 
Beyond Europe. As Britain's once great empire has been 
dismantled and former colonies and dependencies have received 
Meemr independence, British security interests have decreased 
mound the globe. Simultanously, Britain's once global navy 
ieoebeen reduced to being a largely European navy with little 
presence beyond north Atlantic waters. However, some interests 
do remain - legacies of Empire, treaty commitments, and 
meeeomrc resources important to Britain and its allies. It 
is these interests that demand occasional and sometimes sub- 
stantial involvement by the Royal Navy beyond its primary 
Mileecer Of operation. The Royal Navy continues to have a 


pias but Significant role beyond Europe. 


Pee tHE TRADITIONAL ROLE BEYOND EUROPE 

Mmedeitionally, the primary function of the Royal Navy 
eevsond Europe has been the defense of the British Empire. 
For centuries Britain's many far-flung possessions and the 
Pea@ecommerce between those possessions and Britain required 
feemeeetiOnr, squadrons of cruisers, gunboats, and in certain 
Circumstances battleships patrolled the seas throughout the 


maeteges Of the Empire. In fact, many of Britain's colonial 





outposts were nothing more than refueling stations and supply 
depots for the Navy. The Royal Navy was the power on which 
Mie British Empire rested. 

ime wNayy served mot only a defensive purpose, but a more 
active one as well. It permitted Britain to intervene in 
mamost any Crisis it chose, and to make its will felt around 
mi@emworid, “It was the prestige of the Royal Navy which 
enabled Britain to succeed on the grand scale, by exercising 
am authority on the shores of the Atlantic and Indian Oceans, 
and on the Mediterranean Sea, out of all proportion to its 
mesources and population." The presence of British warships 
was a very real and significant factor in international 
diplomacy around the world. The Royal Navy was the standard 


meter as well as defender of Britain and British interests. 


BeeeeeND OF THE GLOBAL NAVY 

Since the end of the Second World War, the Royal Navy's 
meeobalt role has changed dramatically. The end of Empire and 
metstic Linancial retrenchment of the British defense 
establishment have served to fundamentally alter both the 
missions and capability of the Navy beyond Europe. 

Mite first decade after the war saw the Royal Navy 
Carrying on much as it had before the war. Britain still 
had the second largest navy in the world, including a large 
aircraft carrier force. Though India was now independent, 
the remainder of Britain's empire in Africa and Asia needed 


Meemection, and British warships dominated the Indian Ocean. 
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(ee eeiuiminidia, seme remainder of the Empire had lost its 


) 
meson d'etre. In fact, "...the maintenance of Britain's 

role east of Suez was more important for the Royal Navy than 
was the role of the Royal Navy for the maintenance of Britain's 
position east of Suez." However, the Suez fiasco of 1956 
emg@ed the complacency of Empire. As the pace of decolonization 
mapiadly accelerated, the role of the Navy changed. 

The decade following Suez marked the last great era of 
miewneyal Navy as a global fleet. Initially following Suez, 
the mood among British leaders was to cut back on conventional 
merees, and the carriers, on which Britain's global role was 
based, were prime targets.” HOWeVeCme Navy Supporters resisted 
the cuts and by 1961 the mood had changed. As various 
Selenies received independence and imperial outposts were 
abandoned, the Navy's carriers were seen as substitutes and 
mobile forces built around the carriers would be the main- 
Memiers of British presence in the Indian Ocean." inter=- 
Memeron in Kuwait in 1961 to deter an Iraqi attack was 
successful and increased British confidence. Labour took 
Meemec in 1964 determined to maintain the British presence 
Seeeor SUuUeZ. Britain's carrier fleet was aging, so a new 
Mites Of fleet carriers was planned. However, economic 
Memerties soon Shattered British strategy east of Suez. The 
fmametal crisis of 1966 resulted in major military cutbacks, 
mietuding cancellation of the new aircraft carriers. The 


meeewor Britain's Carrier fleet was sealed. Two years later 
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Came the stunning announcement of the end of British presence 
east of Suez. By 1971 almost all British forces would be gone 
from the Indian Ocean. The Royal Navy was no longer a global 


fleet. 


Mees, NAVY'S ROLE BEYOND EUROPE SINCE 1971 

Pecmune end Of Britain's major presence east of Suez 
iio / 1, Britain has maintained only token forces beyond 
meepe. ihese have consisted mainly of a few scattered units 
protecting remaining imperial commitments, or an occasional 
siemine Of the flag, but reflect no major naval effort. 
Meriedin’s remaining overseas dependencies in the Caribbean, 
pomenm Atlantic, and Indian Ocean lie outside NATO boundaries, 
mioemeneir protection has been left by the planners to such 
ad hoc support as can be ccbbled together from time to time.” 
Meme the last decade, Britain has maintained a frigate at 
Seeraltar as guardship, an occasional frigate at Belize to 
deter Guatemala, and a few MCM vessels at Hong Kong. 
Occasional around-the-world cruises were made by small groups 
@epeips, and Britain has participated in the Beira Patrol 
in the Mozambique Channel and sent units to Oman when war 
Droke out between Iran and Iraq. Even these small distractions 
ioeemmeen a burden on an already overstretched fleet at home. 
Bim years, however, must elapse before Britain attains a 
Semeortcably insular outlook and finally pays off the death 


2 


memes Of her imperial past." EitesSe@iewscommitcments will 


remain into the future. 
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D. THE FALKLANDS WAR 

On 2 April 1982, Argentina invaded the Falkland Islands, 
Geeritish colony, and initiated a war for which the Royal 
iemepenad mot prepared. Despite the tremendous decline in the 
Meyal Navy's power projection capability since 1971, Prime 
Meister Ihatcher was determined to fight. What resulted was 
a war fought through brilliant improvisation in which the 
Royal Navy demonstrated a capability which it had abandoned. 

Britain promptly responded by assembling a fleet to send 
memene South Atlantic. The core of that force was the old 
@eeeteor HERMES, due for disposal in a few years, and the light 
@am~mrer INVINCIBLE, which was to be sold to Australia. Along 
Meee these ships would ultimately go eight destroyers, fifteen 
frigates, both of Britain's amphibious assault ships, and 
numerous supporting units. A large number of merchant ships 
Mewerdlso mobilized to carry supplies, equipment, or, as in 
mitemcase Of the ocean liners QUEEN ELIZABETH II and CANBERRA, 
meeops. Even While this force was being assembled, British 
submarines were converging on the Falklands to establish an 
[aeriolon zone around the islands. By 5 April, the fleet 
mmebea for the South Atlantic, taking with it most of 
meeedin 5 Naval strength. ‘The Task Force took some 70% of 
the British naval and maritime air contribution to NATO, which 
left gaps in the defense of the Western Approaches, the 


6 But for the 


eemaricence of which has yet to be assessed." 
moment NATO had taken a back seat to a group of islands 8,000 


miles away. 
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The long voyage south permitted the troops and sailors 
fMomtrain and prepare for the coming battle, while diplomatic 
Snanmels were being exhausted. To support the move, the 
British showed incredible ingenuity in establishing a 
logistics chain. "It was by any standards a brilliant 
Saipalen, marked by exceptional logistic planning and im- 
Meevasation, and carried through with outstanding skill and 
fortitude.’ The entire movement south was conducted without 
loss, and the logistics train was maintained 8,000 miles from 
Pied tain. 

Eyeeme time the fleet reached the area, diplomatic efforts 
maemerailéd, and the British seized the initiative. On 25 
April, Royal Marines landed on South Georgia Island, 700 miles 
eeeaeeor the Falklands, and captured the Argentina forces there. 
Wemeedays later, the fleet arrived off the Falklands and on 
1 May, the British began air attacks on the Port Stanley air- 
mec the next day, Britain scored a naval success when the 
submarine CONQUEROR torpedoed and sank the Argentine cruiser 
GENERAL BELGRANO. After that, the Argentine Navy never again 
attempted to interfere with the Royal Navy's operations. By 
memzinp the initiative, the British Navy now controlled the 
waters around the Falkland Islands. 

Soon however, the Argentine Air Force struck back, and 
maemroyal Navy found itself fighting its first major battle 
Since 1945. On 4 May, an EXOCET missile launched from an 


feeemeine SUPER ETENDARD struck the aestroyer SHEFFIELD, 
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Domcalicecamaging it. For the remaimder of the month and 
meeowvune, the British fleet underwent a series of massive 
air attacks from Argentine MIRAGE and SKYHAWK jets. The 
aircraft were met by the British HARRIER VSTOL attack planes 
armed with SIDEWINDER air-to-air missiles, and by the fleet's 
ae eae tense missiles and guns. Over seventy Argentine air- 
Merete were downed by the British defenders during the conflict, 
but British losses were also heavy. On 21 May the frigate 
ARDENT was overwhelmed and sunk by bombs. Three days later, 
its sister ship ANTELOPE sank when a bomb detonated in its 
engine room. On 25 May Argentine bombing attacks overwhelmed 
and sank the destroyer COVENTRY. The same day two air-launched 
meeG@el missiles hit the containership ATLANTIC CONVEYOR, 
sending it to the bottom. Though the major British landings 
had been on 21 May, the Argentine effort against British 
amphibious forces ciimaxed on 8 June, when Argentine jets 
managed to sink the landing ship SIR GALAHAD and cripple the 
SYR TRISTAM. Throughout the campaign other ships had also 
taken less severe damage and five HARRIERS had been shot down. 
Ome June the Argentine garrison on the Falklands formally 
eemrendered to the British invasion force. Britain had wen a 
Startling, but expensive victory. 

Memesurprisingly, the Falklands War brought out several 
lessons about the Royal Navy, illustrating both strengths and 
weaknesses. On the positive side, the degree of professionalism 


and skill of the British sailors was outstanding. Furthermore, 
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the Navy had shown an incredible degree of flexibility in 
wien ine Out the campaign. Some aspects ot the Navy's force 
structure were also vindicated, including the INVINCIBLE class 
Pveht carrier, the amphibious forces, the nuclear-powered 
attack submarine, and the HARRIER jumpjet. 

On the negative side several weaknesses were shown in the 
meeeee Structure. First, the focus on Europe resulted in no 
meeemips Deing in the South Atlantic at the time of invasion 
mmemtner interfere or deter. "A British naval presence would 
probably have prevented the attempt and saved many lives on 
both sides.""° Second, the emphasis on ASW had allowed other 
@ipedilities to atrophy. "The British were sharply reminded 
of the desirability of having armed forces with a variety of 
Capabilities not necessarily tailored to one threat." Two 
problems in particular cost the British dearly. The lack of 
any airborne early warning (AEW) capability allowed the 
Eeeectiitine aircraft to achieve a degree of surprise, and the 
lack of an effective anti-ship-missile-defense (ASMD) capa- 
Pimietiey On most ships resulted in the loss of the SHEFFIELD. 
However, the great lesson of the war was that the Royal Navy 
Semestiil project global power. "Britain has proved itself 
Miieenacain, to be one of three, or possibly four countries 
capable of mounting and sustaining a conflict 8000 miles from 
its home base, "19 
Mie Falklands War head had several repercussions on the 


postwar Royal Navy. Several ships marked for disposal have 
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been saved. The sale of INVINCIBLE to Australia has been 
cancelled, as has the paying off of the destroyers GLAMORGAN, 
FIFE, and BRISTOL, and the amphibious assault ships FEARLESS 
moe LNIKEPID, Four new Type 22 frigates have been orderd to 
replace the destroyers and frigates sunk in the South Atlantic. 
As for the deficiencies in AEW and ASMD, a few WESSEX heli- 
Bipeers are now being converted to an AEW role, and the 
American VULCAN PHALANX close-in weapon system is being fitted 
to all major combatants. Finally, now at least one frigate 
is being kept on station in the South Atlantic to deter a 
mepeac Of 1982. The Falklands War has reinvigorated the 
Royal Navy and has preserved for a time Britain's role beyond 
EUnOpe. 

ime Royal Navy's giobal role still survives, despite the 
dismantling of the British Empire and severe financial con- 
straints. Though Britain's naval presence beyond Europe is 
Sila, it does demand certain important resources. "One 
distant ship, after all needs two more to back it up, to say 
feemingeg Of the demands of logistics support.'"tt Many British 
have begun to question even these small entanglements, but 
Biesprospects for final termination of the remaining naval 
involvements beyond Europe have been dimmed by the Falklands 
War. The Royal Navy will continue to operate some forces 
around the globe in the immediate future. 

However, Britain will never again attempt to maintain a 


Significant peacetime naval presence beyond Europe. In the 


On 





Gase Of War with the Soviet Union, the global activities of 

the Royal Navy will have even less importance, "Naval defence, 
no less than charity, begins at home and, if there is to be 
general war, is likely to end there - for the Royal Navy "+2 
Pies tould a limited war develop beyond Europe that directly 
threatens British interests, a replay on 1982 15 possible. 
imeush Great Britain's role as a global naval power may be 
history, the Falklands War at least proved the Royal Navy can 


Mmeeomect COnSiderable power in a crisis far from the British 


Isles. 
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VI. THE ROYAL NAVY IN AN ERA 
Ir NoTRAT R 

iy comotgderatcion of the Royal Navy's future role in 
Peers defense policy must be viewed in terms of the economic 
and political constraints under which British policymakers 
atesewoperate. Ihese constraints are the result of Britain's 
relative decline as a leading power in the international 
system during this century, especially since the Second World 
Wemeand the political evolution of British society. Their 
impact has been to cause tremendous competition for defense 
resources among Britain's three armed services and within the 
Navy itself. As the 1981 Defense White Paper The Way Forward 
expressed the dilemma for the Navy, "...we have to think hard 
about how we can most cost effectively shape our contribution 
for the future, with account taken both of resource con- 
Straints and of technological change." 

How British decisionmakers distribute these resources and 
Shape that contribution is determined by a number of con- 
me@eractions: strategic and tactical, political and diplomatic, 
eeememic, technological, and institutional. Habit and 
metattiOn, and the British penchant for “muddling through" 
@eeonaitect defense decislonmaking. These factors, working 
im Various combinations, have shaped the modern British 
defense establishment and the Navy's role in that establishment, 


MeewUdiTic 1S Size, equipment, deployment, and missions, and 
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the distribution of those resources and missions among its 


varlous components. 


A. CONSTRAINTS 

Migleebnetish derense policy today 1s made under certain 
constraints which have shaped that policy to various degrees 
Seer Long periods of time. The dimensions and impact of these 
constraints have grown or diminished as Britain's economic 
omompolitical fortunes and its international position have 
changed. 

ietadr the Greatest conStraint on Britain's armed forces 
is the economic stringency which has come to characterize 
Preweisn political life. As former Prime Minister Edward Heath 
has observed, "We tend to give less attention to the basic 
strategy which our forces should be adopting than to the 
particular problems which arise out of the financial circumn- 


= 


seances ." This dilemma is by no means a new development. 
Bereenistory of British defence policy is of an attempt to 
reconcile the mismatch between resources and commitments." 
iibesmismatch is the result of the great relative economic 
meameime Byitain has experienced in this century. "Throughout 
eimestWentieth century, British defense policy has been 
pursued in a context of relative economic declines 
his decline has been attributed to a multitude of factors. 


feet, britain has been dependent on imports since the early 


days of the industrial revolution. This resulted from the 





population boom in Britain at the time, which outstripped 
Peitish agriculture’s ability to feed that population. Also, 
the British Isles were largely bereft of any natural resources 
other than coal, which industrialization required. The 
Etemtish Empire did provide much of the required imports, but 
as the colonies developed their own political and economic 
identities, the capital spent on imports was largely lost to 
Mressritish nation. 

Second, the British economy has never had a particularly 
meen rate of growth. Instead, Britain had a long, steady, 
Sustained, but somewhat slow growth rate. Much of Britain's 
economic advantage in the nineteenth century resulted from 
miear “head start’’ in industrialization and not in a fast 
mrewen rate. As a result, when Germany and the United States 
industrialized on a massive scale, their growth rate soon 
ewepe them ahead of Britain in economic might. Third, social 
mmamee in the form of a growing complacency, particularly 
among the managerial class, resulted in the failure of British 
industry to innovate or modernize in the face of the American 
and German challenges. Despite these dilemmas and trends, 
Britain entered the twentieth century still commanding a 
Beeeminent position in the world economy. 

Soon, however, events of the new century would soon 
“imply acceierate Britain's decline. Principal among these 
events in their impact on the British economy were the two 


world wars. World War One transformed Britain into a debtor 


S§ 





nation and killed much of Britain's brightest future leader- 
ship. The Second World War drove Britain deeper in debt and 
left it totally eclipsed economically by the United States. 
Then following that war came the great dismantling of the 
Meets Empire, Although some have claimed that the Empire 
was more of a drain than a source of wealth, it did take away 
Poureces of relatively cheap raw materials at a time when 
Sompetition for Sslich resources on the international market 
was intensifying. 

Another factor in the economic decline has been the 
growth of the post-war welfare state and the power of the 
Pewetsh labor unions. The evergrowing demands of the welfare 
state have taken away much of the capital which Britain's 
nationalized industry needs for growth and modernization, 
while union demands have driven up the costs of British goads 
to a point that British industry has become inefficient and 
Miteempetitive in the international market. Finally the con- 
Meaetion of the British defense establishment has created a 
special problem for defense industries, as the present 
British forces offer an insufficient market to make extensive 
Meeearcn and development expenditures or large (and therefore 
iemenecconomical) production runs practicable. All of these 
factors have combined to make the British industrial and 
economic base for the armed forces insufficient to meet 


Britain's security needs. 
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The greatest impact of the economic constraints has been, 
@eecOurse, that they limit the size and capability of the 
British defense establishment. The extent to which this has 
wmeinoact Can be discerned from Table One, which details total 


Pet ash military expenditure between 1972 and 1981: 








Papile sone 
1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 
a 987 17, 204 18,145 eS Se ESea eZ 
1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 
712 oo | toe ee 20,649 OF 20] 


Note: Figures in 1979 US Million's of $ 
eeuker: Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, 
World Armaments and Disarmament SIPRI Yearbook 


1 Cambridge, Mass.; Oelschiager, Gunn, and 
Pate inea wos), p. lal. 


mirc tOUuLes we wiich Cover the period after the retreat 
from east of Suez and the retrenchments of the Wilson 
Government, indicate a 1981 defense budget only ten percent 
Meer than the 1972 budget. Yet, during this period most 
eeamene Cquipment purchased by the Ministry of Defense has 
undergone a real cost increase of between six and ten percent 
pe annum.” AS a resuit, the entire defense establishment 
has shrunk. 

meomonmie Constraints have directly affected security 
policy in other ways as well. Overseas military activity, 
particularly in Germany, has become part of the balance of 


Bements issue. Aiso British security policy is affected by 





economic issues with the European Economic Community. Finally, 
the dependence of the British arms industry on exports has 
aitected the equipment programs of British forces as well as 
meomitoreign customers. Economic constraints have dominated 
Peicish military policy in many ways. 

Closely related to the economic constraints are the 
political constraints which determine the distribution of 
fjtemresources Which are available. These constraints have 
steadily grown more severe as Britain's welfare state has 
grown. Not only have taxes and labor union demands eroded 
m@iewtinancial underpinnings of British industry and the 
ability of the economy to generate wealth, but the great 
demand for increasing social expenditure has diverted away 
much of the wealth that has been created. The British people 
have come to expect and demand improved social services, 
higher pay, and more economic benefits from a government and 
National economy hardly capable of satisfying these demands. 
"the British people have become less interested in the 
Peeinity of their islands and their essential imports than 
in their own immediate and personal welfare."° 

This trend is shared with other Western nations to 
memos degrees, and politicians find it very difficult to 
oppose. "The budget constraints on defence expenditure are 
jem eereat indeed in all the democracies, with almost 
irresistible pressures from electorates (on governments 


eeereuls tO Secure a further term of offfice) to devote any 
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resources that may be available and even resources that are 

not available but have to be borrowed to provide a high and 
ever-rising standard of living and level of social benefits." 
meameeeresult of this political pressure, many politicians have 
momma 1t COnvenient to cut costs in other areas, such as the 
Mm@eecary. “‘'It iS hard to resist the conclusion that there is 

a long-standing and persistent trend in the political evolution 
Gaerne industrialized democracies which is adverse to be the 


8 This trend has been 


maintenance of an effective defence." 
Memperecularly strong in Britain. 

As a result, the relationship between defense spending 
and social spending has changed dramatically. Whereas in 
1955 British defense spending accounted for 27.4% of govern- 
Reece xpenditure while social security accounted for 1/./%, 
in 1980 defense spending was down to 11.6% while social 
meeeriey had risen to 28.0% of total government expenditure.” 
This fundamental reordering of national priorities is 
@eeecmely difficult, if not impossible to reverse in a 
liberal democracy, though the Thatcher Government has made 
some progress in stemming the tide. Mrs. Thatcher took office 
@eaeeumined to reduce social expenditure while maintaining a 
emeeme defense. In 1982 Britain spent 5.1% of its Gross 
Beieettc Product on defense, a greater percentage than any of 


10 Yet even the 


fiemeuropean allies except Greece and Turkey. 
Thatcher Government has found some contraction of the derense 


Seeaplishment necessary. As The Way Forward stated, "Our 





current force structure is however too large for us to meet 
this need within any resource allocation which our people can 
reasonably bDe asked to afford," The political dynamics and 
realities of social democracy will continue to be a powerful 
constraint on British defense spending. 

fecinolaey shapes the distribution of defense resources 
in two ways. First, it defines what is achievable by investing 
memanparticular aspect of military capability. For example, 
the technology of combat jet aircraft is such that they are a 
Petent air defense weapon, and therefore worth the expenditure, 
while the currently available technology for laser beam 
ballistic missile defense is such that Britain would gain 
Bere trom investing in such a program. Second, technology 
accentuates the burden of increasing costs of new developments 
Smeaemttitary fully committed to “high technology." As 
research and development costs of new technology increase at 
a rate greater than economic growth, this commitment will 
Decome more difficult to maintain, and some adjusting will be 
Meteessary. in fact, the conceding of strategic missile 
development for British forces to the Americans reflects such 
an adjustment. Technology will continue to affect the 
allocation of defense resources. 

Peter factors in the competition for defense resources 
include institutional constraints which combine with habit 
and tradition to shape some of the bureaucratic conflicts 


moment between the three services and within the Navy itself. 
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Paanouchimehess COMmiacts ame often waged in jargon based on 
strategic or tactical terms, personal emotion and sentiment 
muewalso fnequently apparent. Until recently British policy- 
makers have dealt with this dilemma by distributing the misery 
of necessary cuts equally among the three services, but since 
The Way Forward was presented, these conflicts are again 


a eZ 
Serpring. 


MiGertucional constraines, habit, and tradition 
Somrrmue to affect British defense policy. 

Finally, the British penchant for “muddling through" has 
had major impact on the allotment of resources. This has 
come about as a result of the British determination to maintain 
pmeeoree Which covers the full spectrum of military capability.*° 
Though this has led the British to maintain an absurdly smali 
Capability in some areas, the effectiveness of such efforts 
is never questioned. Instead, the policymakers merely insist 
Simenetaining those capabilities and hope for the best. This 


approach to defense continues to affect British security 


Omauey . 


Pee cOMPETITION WITH THE OTHER SERVICES 

It is within these constraints that the Royal Navy must 
Compete with the other two services for resources. In this 
competition the Navy has had some real advantages over its 
rivals. Above all, Britain is an island nation with a sea- 
perme tradition which has given first priority to naval 


power for over 400 years, a tradition which is very difficult 





PomGasMEOrtemeowevyer, thesretreat from Empire and the post 
war situation in Central Europe have ieft the Royal Navy 
moimeraple tGebeing superceded by the other services on both 
strategic and diplomatic grounds. As a result, the Navy has 
experienced both success and failure in the continuing 
Somoctition with the Army and Air Force. 

One dimension of military power in which the Navy has 
successfully competed for resources is that of Britain's 
Strategic nuclear deterrent. The Navy came by its role as 
Miieeservice principally responsible for the strategic de- 
Mmemecnt es a result of political and diplomatic expediency, 
ebenough economic and technological constraints had created 
gees ittacion in which the change took place. From its 
iiecption umtil the end of 1962 the nuclear force was the 
exclusive domain of the Royal Air Force and its V-bombers. 
However, when economic constraints and concern over the 
vulnerability of land-based ballistic missiles led to the 
cancellation of the BLUE STREAK Program, which was to 
Meeamately réplace the bombers, the British sought the 
economical solution of purchasing the American SKYBOLT air- 
moeourtace nuclear missile. The resulting SKYBOLT Affair 
and the ensuing Nassau Conference passed the responsibility 
Sueeene nuclear deterrent to the Royal Navy, when Britain 
Peeetca to purchase the American POLARIS system. Since then 
the POLARIS force has remained in service and received up- 


dates such as the CHEVALINE program while the VULCAN bomber 





force has been gradually phased out of the nuclear strike 
role. The Royal Navy has become the sole possessor of 
British strategic nuclear weapons. 

The British Government's recent decision to acquire 
TRIDENT as a successor to POLARIS also reflects economic 
miomecechnolopical constraints. The principal alternative 
to TRIDENT was considered to be cruise missiles, launched 
from either land or sea. Though a sea-launched system would 
have left the nuclear deterrent a Navy responsibility, land- 
based cruise missiles would belong to one of the other 
Semvices. in addition to the military considerations, strong 
financial arguments were made for both cruise missiles and 
iommene WENT, For the cruise missile, the low cost of the 
missile and associated launch platforms (compared to a 
ballistic missile submarine) was attractive. However, the 
Seumecr-argument for TRIDENT held that a cruise missile 
program which matched the striking power and security of 
TRIDENT would demand such a quantity of missiles and launch 
MmeatrOrms, that the cruise missile program would cost more 
maethe long run. * Technological considerations also favor 
TRIDENT, as ballistic missiles are much more difficult to 
@efend against than cruise missiles. Also, the British have 
become comfortable with the POLARIS force, and institutional 
Mieteta favors a Similar force. Although these considerations 
Meee not the only factors involved in determining the choice 


emt RiDENT, they were certainly important. The decision 
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heeme tne strategic nuclear deterrent the exclusive role of 
the Royal Navy. 

The major battle for resources and money, however, has 
been between the Navy's conventional fleet and the Army and 
Air Force presence in the Federal Republic of Germany. This 
battle has come about as a result of Britain's economic 
dilemma, which has made the maintenance of both a balanced, 
capable fleet and a substantial military presence in Central 
Europe no longer feasible. Both sides have put forth con- 
vincing arguments for their respective cases. 

For the BAOR, the argument is based principally on military 
and diplomatic grounds, with some economic reasons also 
eonsidered. The basic strategic argument holds that since 
the main Soviet threat is in Central Europe, the best place 
Pemcontront that threat 1s Central Europe. Also the physical 
presence of troops provides a very visible, and therefore 
Samemeer, deterrent than would ships at sea. Diplomatically, 
the case for the BAOR is even stronger. Britain is obligated 
under the 1954 amendments to the 1948 Brussels Treaty, as 
modified in 1957, to maintain 55,000 troops in Germany. This 
presence contributes to keeping the United States Army in 
Europe and therefore the American nuclear guarantee to 
Europe intact.+> Peeatoemxeeps Britain an active member in 
the European community and keeps ties with the Bonn Government 
Close. A decision to withdraw the BAOR, or even to sub- 


stantially reduce it, could set off a series of withdrawals 





Pitot e 8Omnel eat 16S, particularly the United States, 
eecacly reduce British ammfiluence in Europe, damage relations 
meeiethe Federal Republic of Germany, and revive French fears 
femanresupgent unfettered Germany. Economically, the British 
voice in the EEC could also be diminished by such a withdrawal. 
These arguments make a very strong case for the BAOR's con- 
minuine presence in Central Europe, “Despite ali the financial 
pressures on our defence effort, the Government has decided 
Pie tnis contribution is so important to the Alliance's 
Meemtary posture and its political cohesion that it must be 
maintained."*° 
Supporters of the Navy counter these arguments with a 
Strong case of their own, based on military considerations, 
tradition, and some economic reasoning as well. The stra- 
tegic arguments for the Navy center around Britain's vul- 
nerability to maritime interdiction, the serious Soviet 
mmeeat to the Nerthern flank, the great flexibility of sea- 
power, and Britain's unique position as the strongest 
European naval power in the NATO Alliance. This last point 
feremcettbects the impact of tradition. Britain has its 
tradition as a seapower first and foremost. Furthermore, 
British leaders have historically eschewed a continental 
commitment, and even today the very idea of an Army in 
Europe is frowned upon in many Army as well as Navy circles. 
Finally, the adverse economic effects on the balance of 


payments of maintaining the BAOR have been noted as a reason 
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hOonecnidine the troop Commitment to Germany. The Navy sup- 
mercers, like the Army Supporters, have made a strong case 
mor their position. 

ies bateee Was Supposedly settled in 1981, with The Way 
Ferward. inis document explicitly stated that the Navy would 
mement back while the BAOR would be maintained. As for the 
Rew Ss titure, it declared, "A rather smaller but modern 
mmect with less heavy overheads will give better value for 
eLense resources.’ Although the Navy supporters continued 
Mmemenumble, the battle was lost. Then, in 1982, came the 
Falklands War. This conflict offered a textbook demonstration 
Seetre flexibility and value of naval power. The result has 
feemea re-invigorated pro-Navy campaign and the cancellation 
Seaport cw Of the cutbacks already ordered. However, the 
Seemomic constraints and underlying principles behind the 
meer tous decisions also remain, thus setting the stage for 
weemeier Dattlie. “There seems little prospect that the defence 
Bueeet will be allowed to rise ever higher, so the conclusion 
is that the battle for defence resources, which appeared to 
Mave been settled decisively against the Navy in 1981, is not 
Mieco be refought but that another turn of the budgetary 


, . 8 
screw may force it to be even more intense."? 


However, tne 
Thatcher Government remains committed to the BAOR. The Navy's 
Pee@epectsS in the upcoming resource battle are therefore still 


eowpttul , 
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Recently, the Navy has also faced a challenge from the Air 
Force for one role which has traditionally been its own, that 
of sea control. Traditionally, the Royal Navy has been 
mammetpal guarantor of control of the seas around the British 
Isles, while the RAF has played a very secondary supporting 
mere. However, with the reduction of the Navy's surface fleet 
announced in The Way Forward, much of that responsibility has 
gone to the RAF and its TORNADO strike aircraft and NIMROD 
Haeriime patrol aircraft. This burden will be shared primarily 
with the Navy's submarines. Thus the Royal Navy has proven 
unable to effectively compete for resources even within its 


Own traditional roles. 


Sec OMPETITION WITHIN THE NAVY 

Bompetition for scarce financial resources goes on not 
only between the services but within the Navy itself. Although 
Mm@emeback Of public debate within British policy circles and 
M@emomdil size of the defense establishment make such compe- 
Mmeebon difficult to detect accurately, professional journals 
and government statements do provide some indication of the 
@eecent over service policy. 

Ome major controversy has surfaced within the Navy as a 
Meow Of the Government's decision to purchase TRIDENT. A 
large number of pro-Navy supporters have expressed misgivings 
that the financial burden of the TRIDENT program would fall 


entirely on the Navy at the expense of conventional forces. 





Pnep382. the Pirst Sea Lord, Admiral Sir Henry Leach, declared 
the Navy was "being saddled with virtually the whole of the 


nie This concern has led some navalists 


oi for TRIDENT... 
to oppose TRIDENT on the grounds that the money would be 
better spent on conventional naval forces. The Ministry of 
Defence has even conceded that "...forgoing POLARIS replacement 
would obviously make it possible to fund additional or 

sorrier force improvements somewhere else."°° Tyas pee) = 
Semventional naval forces opposition to the TRIDENT system 
has found many sympathizers within the Navy and defense 
establishment. 

However, this opposition to TRIDENT has been rejected by 
several defense thinkers who have pointed out that cancelling 
TRIDENT would not necessarily divert those funds to con- 
ventional forces. Furthermore, even if the funds were 
miverted to conventional forces, it is doubtful that they 
would have a significant impact. After conceding the pos- 
mmorraty Of diverting funds to those forces, the Ministry of 
Meeecnce Went on to state that "...impressions that we could 
Sustain much larger conventional forces without POLARIS 
replacement than with it are well wide of the mark,.1"°+ This 
mmpecaise the costs of operating the nuclear forces are 
fey small compared to the costs of operating improved 
Semventional forces. Even the cost of procurement of Trident 
has been estimated to average only three percent of the 


defense budget over the time of the program, and no more than 
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: 3 Ze 
pec peneent 1M any one year. 


Ultimately, many Navy sup- 
Prete Gs have accepted the TRIDENT decision, but are clamoring 
/ereethne cCOse Of the program be Shared by the three services, 
egaemnot tall on the Navy's shoulders only. How the burden 
Peel RLDEN! 1s shared will remain a matter of perception and, 
as the program continues, so will ane COMETOVERS:, 

Within the Royal Navy's conventional force, resource 
Semstraints have forced great change and some competition. 
fiitese changes have affected force structure, ship design, 
and the Navy's strategic focus. 

The major change in the Navy's force structure which has 
resulted from increasing resource constraints has been the 
Shift from surface ships to submarines as the Navy's primary 
Combat arm. This change is a result of technological 
advance, which has given a tremendous advantage to the 
nuclear-powered attack submarine (SSN) and has made the 
mmmeeace Ship seem even more vulnerable. "The power of mari- 
time air systems and submarines in tactical offensive oper- 
ations is especially apt and telling in our forward geo- 
graphical situation. But, if we are to maintain and improve 
these capabilities, we cannot at the same time sustain a 
mimeace tleet of the full present size with its heavy 
overheads, and continue to equip it with ships of the costly 
soomrstication needed for protection in independent operations 
against the most modern Soviet air-launched and sea-launched 

23 ~ 


missiles and submarines. The extent to which Britain has 
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accepted the shift can be measured by the fact that it is 
mene Only non-Superpower currently operating a significant 
number of SSN's. The Royal Navy is changing from primarily 
mm@tace intO a primarily subsurface fleet. 

A second major issue facing the Royal Navy is whether 
ats surface units should be primarily ASW-configured for 
North Atlantic operations or more general purpose in design 
Mmomimecet any global requirements. Since the retreat from 
wiamor ouez began in 1968, the principal theme in British 
Warship construction has been to meet the North Atlantic 
requirement, though some general purpose capability has been 
meeserved. By the early 1980's, the Royal Navy no longer 
maintained any large surface units beyond the North Atlantic, 
Bitesbritish ships have made cruises beyond European waters, 
mietuding a show of force in the Arabian Sea during the early 
@ayc OL the Iran-ilraq War. “These limited forms of invole- 
ment can represent some of the most economical and cost 
effective ways of protecting and advancing the United 


Kingdom's interests outside the NATO area."'*" 


iimocmin ke (Or 
meee the Navy's ability to project any effective force 
beyond Europe was declining until the Falklands War. Since 
then, the Government has decided to retain some general 
purpose capability, and has permantly stationed a frigate in 


Miewooutn Atlantic. However, the surface fleet will continue 


to be Optimized for ASW operations in the North Atlantic. 
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VIVO MMMANverde wos sald COnStraints affect and shape 
Bavtish defense policy and the Royal Navy's role in that 
Peblicy br itdin'S Severe Economic constraints (further 
emaanced by the political culture of the nation) have been 
Bien overwielming factor in determining both policy and roles. 
It is largely the economic dilemma that requires the Navy to 
memcut back tO maintain the BAOR, surface forces to be super- 
@edeaq in their traditional roles by aircraft and submarines, 
micmene Navy to giye up part of its global capability. 

Though the Thatcher Government may offer some prospects 
fomeam improved e€comomic Situation, it is very unlikely that 
Britain will be able to sustain a growth rate which will make 
mieepresent defense effort affordable in the future. Whether 
Mieemext déeép cuts strike the Army, Royal Navy, or Royal Air 
Pemee, and how they will affect the roles and missions of the 
memvices remains to be seen. Nevertheless, they will have 
to operate within those constraints. "The future of British 
defense policy, like its recent past, depends fundamentally 


aomecuc performance of the British economy."“> 
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Vii CONG lUSlONS 


Today the Royal Navy faces an uncertain future. After 
eileyears of naval supremacy, the last forty years have 
witnessed a massive and deep decline in the Navy's relative 
@Depility and power, this decline has been a product of 
Britain's changing role in the international system, and the 
growing constraints on British defense resources. Likewise, 
M@ienwtuture Of the Royal Navy will be dependent on the future 
moe Ot Britain in the world, and on future availability of 
resources for defense. 

The future of Britain's nuclear deterrent and the Navy's 
role in maintaining that deterrent seem assured, at least in 
the medium-term. The present Government in London is deter- 
mined to continue Britain's nuclear role, and is committed 
to investing the necessary resources to insure it. The 
Gmeree Of TRIDENT to replace POLARIS guarantees the Navy's 
Primary involvement into the next century. A political 
undercurrent opposed to the nuclear deterrent does exist, 
but its chances of gaining power in time to stop the TRIDENT 
program appear poor at present. 

Whether Britain will be able to afford TRIDENT is another 
matter. Despite the determination of the Government and the 
relatively small portion of defense resources which TRIDENT 


would require, memory of the dramatic shifts in defense policy 





between 1964 and 1968 does not rule out a replay of such a 
shift by the end of the decade, with TRIDENT as the victim 
of a new cutback. Britain's economic future is uncertain, 
but barring any major financial setback, the nation will 
likely carry out the new SSBN program. The Royal Navy will 
Somermue tO Carry Out its role of providing survivable 
memivery means for Britain's strategic nuclear deterrent. 

The Royal Navy's future in the European area is more 
uncertain. Though Britain remains politically committed to 
ie O©pand Collective security in Europe, the expression of 
that commitment is built around ground and air forces in 
General Europe rather than naval power. Financial constraints 
have made maintaining both the forces in Germany and a large 
feeet very costly. There is some political pressure toward 
making the British commitment to NATO primarily naval, and 
giving more attention to the Northern Flank. The Falklands 
Peawemas served to strengthen this position. However, the 
present Government has opted to maintain the BAOR, and any 
shift to a maritime strategy is at present unlikely. The 
Royal Navy will continue in its present roles as protector 
of trans-Atlantic shipping lanes and the British isles, but 
meewiil be performing these missions with increasingly smaller 
monces . 

The Royal Navy's global role also faces an uncertain 
future. Both Britain's role beyond Europe and the Navy's 


Meescence there is today very small. Politically, these 
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Peeoranpnicalsy Gilstant British commitments are far less 
Mipomedme cham the hunepean role, and constrained resources 
make them primary targets for elimination. However, the 
Falklands War has postponed for a time the final termination 
Membr btain's ¢lobal role. Ultimately, the naval presence at 
Hong Kong, the Falklands, Belize, and even Gibraltar will 
likely be ended. But, for the near future, the Royal Navy 
will continue to play a small but significant role beyond 
Europe . 

The future of the Royal Navy is uncertain because the 
future of Britain's political and economic role in the world 
momeneertain, For over four centuries, though, Britain's 
Survival and security have depended on seapower. Despite the 
great changes of the recent past, Britain's survival and 
security today and tomorrow will continue to rest to a major 
degree on the Royal Navy, and with its future lies the future 


@reGreat Britain. 
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